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columns of the extant portion of the speech, and throw con- 
siderable light on not a few points which before were doubtful. 
For example, a considerable part of one column previously 
wholly lost has now been added to the existing remains, ‘ 

For all these reasons it has been thought advisable to 
publish a complete transcript of the papyrus as it at present 
exists. A description of it was given in the volume already 
mentioned; but a few points may be briefly repeated here. 
The beginning of the speech, which is entirely lost, probably 
occupied four columns, The extant portion then may be taken 
to begin at the fifth column, and from this point fragments at 
any rate of each column remain. The number of the existing 
columns is 44; but the first nineteen are much mutilated. 
The remainder, with the exception of large gaps in the 20th 
and 36th columns and smaller ones elsewhere, are preserved 
entire; but they are in far worse condition than the earlier 
ones, and have suffered so much from rubbing as to be in places 
quite illegible. The writing in the earlier part of the papyrus 
differs considerably from that in the later part; but it is pro- 
bable that only one scribe has been employed, who has begun 
with a regular uncial, but as he proceeds grows constantly 
looser in the formation of the letters, and ends with what is 
practically a semi-cursive hand. The columns in the earlier 
portion of the speech are narrower, and the characters larger, 
the average number of letters in each line being from 14 to 16; 
whereas in the later part, where the columns are broader, and 
the writing smaller and more compressed, it 1s nearer 28, 

The papyrus contains a considerable number of corrections, 
especially in the later part, where the scribe seems to have 
become careless. These corrections are of at least two classes, 
one proceeding from the scribe himself and the other from a 
corrector, who forms his letters more roughly and uses coarser 
ink. Some of the corrections however appear difficult to assign 
to either of these hands; and in the notes to the present tran- 
script three classes have been distinguished, which are referred 
to respectively as Pap.’, Pap? and Pap.*, the original reading 
being known as Pap. But it is frequently difficult to decide 
with any certainty, especially as the character of the writing 
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and the state of preservation of the papyrus vary so greatly ; 
and many of the attributions must be regarded as doubtful. 
Of the mistakes in spelling, the most common are the inter- 
change of e and az and of « and «x. These are frequently, but 
not always, corrected. It is worth noting that the first hand 
divides some of his words on a different principle from the 
corrector. Where a word containing o followed by another 
consonant and preceded by a vowel has to be divided between 
two lines, he writes the o at the end of the line and the other 
consonant at the beginning of the next (e.g. mapac|xevalew, 
col. 37, line 45); but in almost all cases the corrector has 
altered it so as to end the line with the vowel and begin the 
next with o. Accents and breathings are very rarely used, 
and of the few which do occur some appear to be inserted by 
the corrector. Marks of punctuation are entirely absent, except 
that lines apparently intended as paragraphi occur in a few 
places. Corrections or additions of omitted phrases are some- 
times written at the head or the foot of a column, and in these 
cases are usually referred to in the text by the words ay” or 
xa™, as the case may be. The papyrus appears to date from the 
first century A.D.; and the corrections do not appear to be 
much later than the original scribe. 

E. Drerup, of Munich, who made an exhaustive collation 
of the papyrus* in 1901, before the acquisition of the new 
fragments, has very kindly lent his manuscript notes for com- 
parison with the present transcript; and to this favour the 
fullest acknowledgements are due. His collation has afforded 
the most valuable assistance in the work of revision, though in 
some cases I have arrived at different conclusions as to the 
readings in doubtful passages. 

Tn conclusion, a few words of explanation must be given 
concerning the system followed in making this transcript. 
Words have been separated, but in other respects the papyrus 


i Both systems of division are * The results of this, embodying the 
legitimate, this being the one case in fresh evidence afforded by the present 
which the practice of scribes was not transcript, will appear in Dr Drerup’s 
uniform ; ef. Kenyon, Palaeography of forthcoming edition of Isocrates. 
Greek Papyri, p. 32. 

1—2 
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has been followed closely. Corrections, except in the case of 
words written in the margin, where it is not always clear 
whether such words are intended as a correction or simply as 
an alternative reading, have been adopted in the text, the 
original reading being relegated to the notes. No accents 
or breathings have been inserted, except in cases where the 
original has them. In mutilated passages, only those gaps 
have been filled up in which the hiatus is small and the reading 
fairly certain; in other cases the size of the hiatus is indicated 
by dots, which aré enclosed by brackets in cases where there is 
a hole in the papyrus, but have no brackets 1n cases where the 
papyrus is intact but illegible. It must not be supposed that 
the dots represent the exact number of letters which, from the 
evidence of the printed text, appear to be missing. The system 
followed has been to take a rough average of the letters con- 
tained in each line of an hiatus, and represent these by dots 
whose number is constant so long as the hiatus continues of 
the same size. Any variation in the size of the hiatus is 
indicated by a variation in the number of dots, without refer- 
ence to the actual number of letters in the printed text. There 
is however one modification of this system, due to the nature 
of the papyrus. The columns usually tend to lean towards 
the right; and in the case of an hiatus which occurs at the 
beginning or the end of the lines, allowance has been made for 
this; so that the same hiatus which in one line is indicated by 
five dots may lower down contain only two. As the writing 
not infrequently projects into the margin, it must be under- 
stood that dots placed at the end of a line can but indicate 
very roughly the number of missing letters. This is also the 
case in passages where only one or two letters of a line remain. 
In such cases, a certain number has been taken as the constant 
average of letters in a line; but since some letters naturally 
occupy a much larger space than others, the actual number in 
any particular line may considerably exceed, or fall short of, 
the average. It must be evident, from what has already been 
said, that the average will be considerably greater in the later 
columus than in the earlier, In the numeration of columns, it 
has been thought better not to count anything which is lost ; 
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and thus the columns are numbered consecutively from 1; in 
the case of missing lines, an estimate is given of the extent of 
the lacuna. Notes are referred to by numbers placed after the 
letter or letters which they concern; and they have been put 
as shortly as is consistent with clearness. All mistakes of 
spelling have been reproduced, and only those have been indi- 
cated by sic which might most easily be mistaken for errors in 
the transcribing or printing rather than in the Ms. 

It remains only to express my thanks to Mr F. G. Kenyon, 
who has assisted me in the preparation of the transcript and 
has been kind enough to read it through and compare it with 
the MS. | 


Symbols. 


Pap. = the original scribe. 

Pap.!=the original scribe correcting himself. 
Pap.?=the first corrector. 

Pap.2=the second corrector. 


Col. 1. Bovrevnabe} El i6%| 13 
[.]..2 cupBovrous [... ] 
apevoy dpovovr[... | 
vpwy avtwv otal... | 

5 mep Tns Trodews [... | 
Krnovatynre Tos pl. . | 
[ .. ]eovrosts amioreat[ ... | 
[.- ]Ooves’re tous de mol .. ] 
[.. ]rarovs twy ewe [.. |‘ 

10 [. Ja waptovrwy aol... | 
[ . Je xae voprfer[ .. | 


1 Pap.?: Pap. at. 4 7é must be omitted. It may have 

2 Something has been written and _ been added above the line, where there 
corrected (or struck out) by Pap.? be- is a slight trace of ink just before the 
fore cup Bovdous. lacuna. 

3 Pap.?: Pap. domre. 
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. loAuewtepous ef... | 


.. jus peOvovras [... ] 


Indovtwy Kat 7[ eal 


15 


.. Juv ov« exyorvt[ ... | 


- Jov ev dpovovrr[ .. ] 


... | Tous ta THs ml... | 


.» Jv ex [ry]s sdifa]s [...] 


20 


.. | mov... 


> upyl- ++ | 


.. |v wor [a]l€ov Of... | 


... Jew [ec] tes eXmeSer thy aroAl....]* 


... jous cupBol 


25 [ 


ears 
[.... ] evar[ 


30 [ 
oo 
Fis enass 


[ 
[ 
35 [ 
[ 


1°Pap.?: Pap. ec. 

2 There is not space for more than 
4 letters. Probably the reading was 
AeroupyouvTwr. 

3 Pap. ew tyv wodN. Pap.? adds e 
mis eAmter above the line. 


[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[..]... vepoper[ ... ] 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 


se@ee ee @ 


] 


... |ju@v dporl.... | 
...Jev de tos Of .... | 


] 


] 14 


.... |rtas ovo[.... | 
Jeplpnjod ..-- | 
Je [.... 


+++ Jaros «l.... J 


4 Pap.?: Pap. wow. 

5 A correction js written over the 
letter which followed », apparently by 
Pap.’ It seems like w; and perhaps 
Pap. has written xwyod: || dacxadors, 
which he has then corrected by writing 
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Col. 2. 


10 


15 


20 


25 


SdacKanros o nals] trav 
Tov eotiv Sewvorta 

TOV OTL ToLS pev exde 
povaotv ets Tous eXAnVAaS 
Ta TNS TWONEWS apap 
THULATA TOTAUTNY EXE 


TE Yaply oonv oude TOLS 


€v Tovovaww mpos b€ TOUS 


EMLTANNTTOVTAS FAL VOU 
Oerouytas vas ovTws 
dtatiOecbe! SucKodws 
WOTEP TOUS KAKoV TL 

THY WONY ELpyag mE 

vous ofms d€ Kat TOU 
TWY UTAapYOVTwWY OV 

Kk av atrola|rainv wy os 
evonOnv mapedrva 
[y]ap ov x[Lap}rouper[os] 
[vue o[uv]de yespot[o] 
[vijay pynotevowy [ard] 
[a]rromavovupevos a [Tuy] 
[xa]vo yervwonwr [rpo] 
[ro]v wey mepe wv out plu] 
[ra]v[ess mpo|riOcaci[v é] 
metla wep|e Twv arrdlov] 


tov [Tns| roXdew[s mrpal 


wd above the line. In this case two 1 Pap.?: Pap. at. 
dots should be deleted from the lacuna * Pap.?: Pap. e. 

at the end of every line after 21 and 3 Pap.?: Pap. ec. 
added to that at the beginning. 4 Pap.?: Pap. wy v. 


7 


15 


30 


35 


Col. 3. 


Io 
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yuata|y oluOev yap[.... ] 
[pu] ns expyons yo[oo] 
[Ojevrwy nv pn} calc] 
[awlepe Twv Noinan op 
[A]ws Bov[rA]evoew*neF[ a] 
[d]nus § ovy ypnvar ror] 
[ev]oOar tryv ecpnuny ply] 
[»Jovor Tpos XeLous ka[t] « 
[Bu ]fav7[ cous] Kaw po[ Se] 
ule ea cvidvous a[dra] 


[xa]t mpos atravras av 


Olpw|rous Kar ypnoOar 
Teak as |eaus pen tau 
Talis alus vuv Tuves yeypa 
gol... ] adda tas yevoue 
valis] ev mwpos Bactrea 
kat [A]laxeSarpovious 
apblena Weoumale d€ Tous 
EAA nv las auTovopous et 
vat [kale tas dpovpas ex 
twv [ar]AoTpywv rodcwv 
[eE|[eva]e Kal THY avTwY 
Lelyelev] exactous® tov’ 


[rT]av [ylap ovre® dtxaco*re 


1 y appears to have been written 5 Pap.?: Pap. ec. 


after «uy and struck out. 6 Pap.!: Pap. exacrov. 


2 Pap.?: Pap. o. 7 Pap.?: Pap. rourov. 
8 Pap.?: Pap. 7. 8 Pap.?: Pap. ode. 
4 Pap.?: Pap. ac. ® Pap.?: Pap. w. 


16 
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[pa]s ev[_p}noopev ovoas oute 
15 [ry]' wro[re]e cupdepovoas? nv pev 17 
of uy en KatadiTrw® 
lop Aoylov* o18 ott S0&w 
t[v tojAw eXNaTTOUV EL 
6[nBavot] pev efovot Jeo 


20 ee Ja[tlavas Kas 


25 [ ee ee ee ee ‘ie € 


[The rest of the column is lost] 


Col. 4. eps Se ras eepyr[ys] 18 
mpwrov dtarexO|[ wpev | 
Kab oxeyru*peba ao] av 
ev Tw.’ trapovtTt yevlecO jae 
5 Bovrnbernpev nv® [yap] 
Tauta Kadws opi owp le 
Ga Kat vovv exovta[s] mpos 
TauTnVv THV imebeloib a| 


moPXeTrovTes ap evvo |v 


1 Received text madr\ov rH; but 6 Pap.?: Pap. o. 

there is not room for “@AXor. 7 Pap.?: Pap. rw. 
2 Pap.?: Pap. oupopous. 8 Received text jyuiv. qv yap; but 
3 Pap.?: Pap. ov. the last word before the lacuna appears 
4 Pap.*: Pap. w. to be », and there is not room for w ny 
5 The reading has probably been e- yap. 

Angpaciv, a8 there does not seem room ® Pap.?: Pap. w. 


for xar. 
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To BovrevoopeBa xat [rept] 
Twv adr\jwv ap! our [ov|« av 19 
[eEa ]oxeoevev rie eu | 
[rnlv te moAw ao[daros] 
[ouxlommey Kau Ta [vrepe] 

15 Tov Berov evTrop| wTe | 
[ploe yevoupeOa nale ta te] 
pos nuas auvTolus ono] | 
vorotmev Kat Tapa Tos er] . 
Anow evdor[..... | 

20 pev eyo pev [..... ] . 
par TOUTwY vrrapé| Satta 
[. . |Aews THv troAw ev[ das] 
[polynoey o pev to vur] 
[ao]Aepos a[vra]yroy [7] 

25 [wlas tlov espn |uevo[v] 
[amleorel ..... ] «ae yal] 
[we]veor[ep lous tremor] 
[xe]v wae [o}Arov?L . -+ ] «or[dv] 
[vov]s vTro[ u. Jever[ nv jayx[a] 

30 [ocev]* nae arpos tolus edrAn] 
[vas] diaBeBAnnev [xav] 
[xa]ta raytas® tous [po] 


[arovs]. reradarTrwpy| Kev] 


[nv Se]® tTyv ecpnvnv aoe] 20 
1 Pap.?: Pap. ¢. this hiatus is three, so that cey is 
2 Pap.?: Pap. vormer. more likely than ce. 
3 There is an hiatus, as shown by 5 Pap.?: Pap. wavra. 
the next line, of at least three letters. 6 There is no room for yuas. 


4 The average number of letters in 
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35 [nowpe]Oa Kat ToovTo| us | 
[avrous] nuas trapacy[a] 
[ ev otou|s at Kowat our 
[Onn jae mpootatrovo|t| 
[wer la mrodAAns pev ac 
40 [par]ecas tv aroduy 
[oxn|oomev atradXa 


Col. 5. = [ye]vres aroXepwv’ xar 
[xsv]Suvwv? kas Tapaxns 
[ees] nv vuy wpos adAnrous 
x[a|Oecrayev xa exac 

5 t[n]v Se tTHhv nuepav ets 
e[u}zropiay erriSwowpev 
die aeauneia bev 
tlw|y eecghopwy kar Twv 
tpLe|lnpapxytwy Kar Twy ar 

10 Neus TW@Y TEDL TOV TONE 
pov] Necroupyiwv® adews 


de [yelwpyouvtes Kat THv 


ee eee |v wAeovrTes Kat 
le tretnsas jes epyactass® 
15 @recree |yres au vuv 

| calee eetionnt |uwov exre 
(eit eee a ane ]ucOa de 
ere eee JrAactas 
Eeeeerore se Jodous 7 

1 Pap.?: Pap. rode. | 4 Pap.!: Pap. xwv. 

2 Pap.’: Pap. duvw. 5 Pap.?: Pap. Acroupyewy. 


3 Pap.?: Pap. ec. 6 Pap.?: Pap. ecats. 


II 


21 


12 _ THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


20 [teh ates ohaertane |ucav peo 
[Std 8A nehw |ynv ee 
[ee gaan nape Jov Kal [Le 
[ee ere Meinted neg ] epnun 
eer ey er rere: Je peyeo’ 
25 Wire tetracaine ts ah | efopev 
oe a eae |]... ov 
| a Gea oe ake ws Ja ve 
[isecucd' dnprtee Soeaiees | tats 
ls etiteaaie Se Ga-aresess ] rnv 
30 [Seas males aie Ate ahaa ]xe 


Berets eer oe |vous 
7) ne ]n8as 
35 GUN) ceccdaetnde jus ov 
as Mpe ates s ]s @ vup 22 
GH o2 che Geos ]u<8a 
OG 0) asl we ea |s 
dan - eteid-caussa ate aes |? 
ColG:. .[4-e5e0%6% ]Stws Kopscov 
Wiocs extaca annie yece JeeoOe pen 


5 Berens ee |perrone 
Pitigiasetens acta aes } oTav 
eee eer ee Jéevos 
1 The o has perhaps been struck 2 This letter has apparently been 


out. struck out and is illegible. 
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| auditions a o.aree ] edsepe 
Ferree eee Jo 
10 eer ee ee ee ]rova 
Lewarencn se 0aice s JAey tas 
Ni cs Soc ar arlene ]rav o 
f sill sai seedee |repryov 
Dc scree eatnaes |wev ar 23 
15 eer ee ] operyo 
eer ee cee | pe 
I cceeravacuelra aha eanars Jov 
eee wee ]..2[. ]o Aa 
[ see eaieeee hap |vov azro? 
20 o[ ee ee |s npere 
eee rerrer ]ns avr 
[ysis eese Bieeare Jv Avorr[.. . J 
Pere Joes Oep[azrev] 
ol[voe THY Suv jay [ ak ean | 
25 [natdepcaeeecn 3 Js aol ....... ] 
[ap beiaeteaionss ROO) 66.925. eocs ] 
Neate aacarigs Ney skins kee ] 24 
W scas sak aeaee Sek JPv [....eee ] 
| do eeiee hae }r‘l 6 Sas ] 
30 i epereeee Za eee ] 


1 There are traces of letters here, 
but they are hard to reconcile with 
any of the letters of BeArww. Some- 
thing has perhaps been struck out. 

32 ¢ has been written here and 


apparently struck out, being repeated 
at the beginning of line 20 (by Pap.??). 
3 Pap.?: Pap. e. 
‘ This letter is very doubtful, 
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35 VOD oie icase Sk weirs | 


POCO). xiviie eevee ee ] 

ee | 
WE TO tga ier eeecde trace ] 
COLD), 3s -5-b.9.o Su Soe Rees ] 


Col. 7. [. ]!as otxroas? rodeus ovoe 
[re] yeyovaowy 7» ov Rov 
[An ]@evres nyers av 
[vroA]Aous Tomrous ToLvov 

5 [rovs] xatacyew ovK av 
[.... ]Oecnwev ypn Se 


[.... ]pwrevew ev tos 


[ aerane |v a€tovvras* rovou 
Tee greet jyev nyenovas 
10 viveaOu qoku adXov 
af soma jov xat otparorre 
ee leap @Y vu 
| eee |xavopev ere 
Ol cis Saeees |s wrepe pev ovy 
15 Ih ecuest ea Jees erraryryer 
fee oer ] tavra* txava Kat 
Serer jes ere pla 
Seeenreres ]rows nou 


1 A letter, probably y, has been Pap. wrote qu!| cas. 
written by Pap.” above the line before 2 Pap.?: Pap. d:xacat. 
a. In the line projects what may be 3 Pap.?: Rap. agcovecy. 


the bottom stroke of x; and perhaps # Pap.?: Pap. ra txava. 
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eee es |)’ povoy 
20 Vl seAgniave Sate as |s vpas 

[cts sees ee Sth seas ] ex Ts 

fr 5 Abie eerctens ]erGeev 

Lette tates dekee | 

|) a peegre Cea ate as }.. 
25 [sade wes aeee tee ae |pev 

LDaecoonanars Jov 

ere atane rare eee |s 

[tine 6 ane ee eset ja 

[About 8 lines lost here] 

ae a] 26 

Wl 2d aeitne wo edeet ] 

ol kc a ects a ae is ] 
40 | gl eee ea er mr ] 

GO icc awl sewers s ] 
Coles. ‘Leeinistnee terpenes ins 

Bere e ses eros } 

aide oe 3a sa ao tan 2 le 

age) aah elias ee moar Ju‘ 
5 1 rg ee ee err a ] 


1 je. py. 

2 If the reading is eva: rns woNv- 
wpaypoourns the line must be a good 
deal longer than the others. Perhaps 
THs is omitted, and the same may be 
the case with the rijs before déicias, as 
otherwise line 40 would have 19 letters, 


which is apparently somewhat longer 
than the average of this part of the 
column. 

3 This letter is very doubtful. Read 
er Ou jel[as. 

4 Very doubtful. Only the tail of 
the letter remains, Read ev] vjufe, 


10 


1§ 


20 


25 


30 


1 This appears to be the right 
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5 ee eee a eae Ja[.... Je 
cy eee cree ere ]ue[vo |v 

| a eee cee |nryop[ ec |v 
7 Jvo[pjas 


Ao'L Poteet eee eee ees | 
7 ] 
| ee eee eee | 


Kal 7 eS a eee hae ] 
ANN 34-53 ude whens | 
rs ] 


[The rest of the column is lost.] 


reading. We must therefore probably Ao[-yous x.7.X. 
fill up the hiatus thus :—a]|ya[oOa 


27 


28 


Kat da paxpore)ipwly ronoacOa Tous] | 
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Col. 9. «las B)iafol......... | 29 
NeLes oluyrakers Sof .... | 
x[ae aulvedpous ev[.... | 
me|wm jew dtatrpal .... | 
5 tw[v Some The[voro |v 
de [... \revopeba [..--]s 
ad[n@ jecas av pev [yap nr 
mul[o]uev ovdev [... Be 
Bnyelelv exOparc & npfev eJE av 
10 TwY Kat TrodEpot! iat da] 
mav[a|s peyarae yeyo[ valouw 
evxo[Tt]ws Kat yap mportepov 30 
eX Mev TNS TOLAUTNS TO 
AVUITpayLOTUVNS ELS TOUS 
15 exyatous Kivduv"us Ka 
teotnwev ex de tou dix[ac| 
ay r{n]}v jody Twapexesv xa[e] 
Bor[Olecv tors adccovpevots 
xa*[ .. \n tTwy adXotpiwv ere 
20 Ov[ pecy | mip EXOVT@Y TWY 


eA[Anvealy thy nyepovear . 


eee Jev wy vuy aro 
Pie aiacesene Je Aecav evxn* tro 
eee jovov xatadpo 
25 [ daa dovtacask ]s Touro yap avos 31 
fc wtetetelrs Pnrveacw oo 
1 Pap.': Pap. rodenw. written by Pap.? over xa. 
2 o omitted. 4 Pap. exxm: ¢ struck out. 


3 Something appears to have been 
Journal of Philology. vou. Xxx. 2 
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[ aaaws jouw tyv abs 
[ Santvea ers isiacoe pev 
eee Javea! y Se Kat 
30 Peery ]cov rov xaé 7 
eres |gepovaay rny 
| eres ee ]uvnv .evdo 
Pe cccmaustee styl ] advowterdn Se 
eevee ] Suvapevr|[v] 
33 Pike arete wes ] opera 7 
Ups aisectt saad |s autrnv xa 
ees ]... ovre mpos 
Ie esses Graders jute mpos 
eee «« Ju? orws? 
40 eeeee ree Jav ovOev 


Cee eee aeeete tev Jau 


fea eaons aus |rys 

eer eee Jous* 
45 eee ee ree |rocs 

[ieee at dinar Minmise ees ]s adXas 

[bee betyantes pects Jevoe 


L ina ade ] mpatt|........ ] 
eee Js Oavy[........ ] 
1 Pap.?: Pap. o. oAws K.T.A. 
2 Received text ofre wpos xpnua- $ Received text ravrns. 


32 


333 


Tots ‘yap 


Tituow offre mpos dulaw obre mpos a bet dyabois ols Exouey ev ry Woxy, TovTaAS 
wpdrtew o68" G\ws x.7.X. We must x«.7.. Perhaps ovs has been inadvert- 
apparently read here ovre xpos|[xpnua- ently written for os in the Papyrus. 


Tiopov ojure mpos|[a dec xparrew ojud 
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eee | THV? eee | 


Dc Ge IGTOM | cagaueew Ga | 
[....] arr orf be Adee cre ] 


15 k[at mjapa [.......... ] 


mem Jetopal] 7 i acetates ] 
r[.... Povous wf........ | 

20 o[ ve |ereuy 7 picaNon a debi ] : 
ov [Ber ]revov e[ Leeeawnen ] 34 
to[us] wev Thy? adfl........ ] 
Tilpwlyvras «[........ ] 
Tt tTlw]v adAol........ | 

25 o‘toly a }ya8o[ Se eae ad ghee ] 
omf ...... |vras tol .... | 
eA |.5.2-S Kya lpxas pel... | 
Aaul...... |v av Aal..... ] 

30 om[. 1... Jepov ev 7 Suge 
pel... Jawous ovf... | 
Toul .....- ]r evoeBeca[s] 


Ol bicewws Juvns Sol .... | 


1 If the reading of this passage is short line. Probably therefore we 
wparr[ew Bedriov oAcywpouvre]s Oavy- must read wferlecoualt] zLovrous po] 


[agw 5 ec res overae Tous] rny, the lines  »v[ovs nJovous ; wovous being repeated by 
must be longer than lower down in inadvertence. 


this column. 3 Pap.?: Pap. pev ad. 
2 Received text wéwrewspar rovrous 4 Added by Pap.? 
pbvous x.7.X. The letter at the begin- 5 x appears to have been struck 


ning of this line is almost certainly a out by Pap.? 
vy, and wereiouas Trou would be a very 


2—2 


20 


38 


40 


45 


Col. 11. 
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ev[...... Japovow eee 
Oh start ios Ue eae | 
[Two lines are lost here.] 
| ee Ree noe eee ] 

5 ee a ee ee Jara 
TON ree Sone ene patie ] 


TOU heed oe seas | 
Ole ee sees | 
7 re | 
NGR che ayes ee 254 ] 
Oat csressowincdaars ] 


ere ower ee ] 
ES | PO| aise: re are ne Necetace | 
Bere Serer ee ere ] 
Bere se Perera sree ] 
[... ]npnwevwv eBovrlo] 


[un]v 5 av worrep wpoye 
[pov] eorw eraweoat Thv 
[aper]nv ovrw parduov evvat 


[wes]oas Tous axovovtas 


[ac|xey autnyv vuv de! dedor 


[xa] “en patrny ta TovavTa 

[Dey oper SiefOappcba 

[yap wloAvy dn ypovoy vir av 
1 Pap.?: Pap. vuv dedor. 


35 


36 


20 


25 


30 


35 


40 
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[Opwr|wv ovdey addr! n eva? 


eee | ee vvape|v jor ou 
Pees & fore 7 2 
ae liewete advance ose 
Fdekndace ] BovrAnOwor mpos 

| eatin brs JAepov €...... 
eee roe xXpnpara Aap 
eeeess |s Aeyeer TOApH 

trad vases Arnette jn Tovs*® apoyovous 
[........ ] «ae pen Trepiop‘ay 
eee eee Jovs xatayero 
Rovere i |be tTyv Oarar 
eee Jovras® tous 
eeeare Juvra&es nye ’v 
ere 1 viroTeXely 1 37 
eee rere Juv autor mv0ot 

[int tase esti ] nuas tov mpoye 
li eusddanted sat Jou opotous’ Ke 

Lica Ghec-s tartaany jae trotepa 

ai alee Sp tant eter i wenoiee 
baedeck wakes ks ™po Tov 
Naparacke tend Ge tc Jexere 
eaten oe t jenoacwy 
eee eres ] ovder 
Beers ee Jovoe vay 

Less Gras Brae tae a isceaee 


1 Pap.!: Pap. ad. 

2 Pap.?: Pap. 7 ge | [. 
3 Pap.?: Pap. rode. 

4 Pap.?: Pap. «. 


5 Pap. ovras vaus Tous: vaus struck 


out. 


6 Pap.?: Pap. e. 
7 Pap.?: Pap. onows. 
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45 [ceed eared asole tee joes ev 


Col. 12. [....] ovx am[....... 
yuprotatoe [.......... 


ovTes et Tous [........ 


PHILOLOGY. 


omevous email ......05.. ] 


5 VAVTLA TpaTT| ..csseee 
muBovow vas kar [.... 


efapaptravery te[pe wv] 


: amropw Tt? moll .........6-. ‘as 
xenco[u jas taus a[...... ] 

10 ais womep Trept Tol ...... | 
n kataciwrnow Sel ...... | 
mpos v*pas arey Geil pits ] 


kee plev] yap por Berred[ ov] 


eat [dta]rcyOnvar mepe 


[av] 


15 tov [...] & umas yaretro 


tepov [dz laTuOepe|v lous 


mpos [Tous elmitiuwr[ tals 


[ay] FOUS. [os bse oars tees Jeo 
Yds Gl eee eee fr aie 
20 [V]Uve| sesacaaeedesies |v 


1 Perhaps xa: is to be read here, as 
otherwise the line would be shorter 
than the average. 


2 Pap.?: Pap. aropws mot. 
3 Pap.!: Pap. ». 


38 


39 
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- Pameo? ae 


30 [ conte jie hay Gate |rpe 


35 3 Gee ea oe eee ] tats 
(ere rere Jou 
| See Re aie sare |vn 
[poly ef ..... de aiid ree alle § ] . 
e[o]tey aAl........... ] 
40 m[A]nv o® Aoyos [.......--- iis 
OV TOLS apap[........] 
v[olus eme'arAnttel..... >| 40 
9 [oltre xatayedacroy® [.. | 
tle elote Tas pev Kavoets 
45 k[at] Tas Topas Twy taTpwv 


u[mrlowevery tva trreLoval y| 
7[.... Jyndove[y] amrar 
AL... . Jev tous de Xoyous 


al .... |xcpalery apy 


1 Pap.?: Pap. wo.«. 

2 awa appears to have been written 
by Pap.? over something else. 

3 Pap.!(?): Pap. x[A]ny Aoyos. 

4 Received text Adyos 6 TuAwwr ; but 
there is a hiatus of 8—10 letters. 

5 Pap.?: Pap. emwm). 

6 There is room for at least 2 
letters between » and the end of the 
ordinary line (the next line has three 


and part of a fourth in the same 
space); but there is no sign of anything 
having been written after xarayeha- 
OTOV. 

7 A letter written here has been 
struck out by Pap.? There is a space 
of 4 or 5 letters lost after it. After 
the hiatus and before 7 a letter appears 
to have been struck out by the same 
corrector, who has written + over it. 
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Col. 18. esdevar cadl....... | 
autnv eyovot [....... ] 
pv wot whel....... ] 
a@xovovtas Toul ....... ] 

5 TavTa Tpoemol ...... | 
pe Tuy DNouTrwy of ...... ] 
Tethamevos AAA[..... ] 
Tracw averpeve| . . ve ] 


Aw toevcOat! Tous [.... ] 

10 Mpos vas TLS wap 7 ee | 
Dev ehOwv Kae prf.... | 
diefOappevos nuw [.... | 
av*duns emia*ras tos yl... | 
vous ovk av pawvéecba [... ] 

15. Tmapadpovey nas vo[pe| 
[olecev o4 htrorepoupeO[a] 
fev €TFL TOLS TMV apol voltae | 
[eloyous nae tnv trode & TL ov] 
[rlore wpaybevtwv eye 

20 [wlcalery exopev user | 
[Sje Twyv avtwy dvetior 
[w]lpatropey adra may [7 ]ou 
[vlayrioy oc pev yan Gua | 
[T]ov eAAnvwv tors Bap 

25 [Slapots troNepourtes die] 
eee mueis Se Tous 
[ex ae acas tov Broy rope] 


1 Sic. 3 Pap.?: Pap. emras. 
2 Pap.?: Pap. edvns. 4 Pap.?: Pap. gidovp. 


30 


35 


40 


45 
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[So]uevous execO[e]y arf... 
ere |s San roi edArAnval[s 7] 
[yaryoue]y xalx]ecvor pev edfev] . 
[Oepouv|res [T]as zroXecs ci 
[eAAnY das [x]ac BonBouvy 

[res a]luracs [T]ns nyepo 

[vias] nEwwOnoav nes 

[Se xarjadovAoupevor tla]? 
[..... Javria rors ‘ure? par 


[rovre|s ayavaxroupev 


eres |nv autrny tiny 
(eee Joes e€ouev ov To 
eee 7] QTrONENL LE 

Pee deaegrass ] tots e[p]yous xa: 
[leeceraad a wre Jvoca[e]s tor Ka 
eeree es Jv tov xpovov 

L cuwaccns Jov oaov oft plev 
[este area eon EAA veo |v 
ereceee Js tv matpioa 


Col. 14. rv eav[tlov erodrAl.... | 


1 Received text cal ra évayria, but 


e[xAc}rrecy [x Jae paxopl er | 
jo] ) eee ogee rer seers | 


mreovee[tas xiv |u| vevery | 


aftoupey [| .......... ] 


- the letter after o seems tober. eis de evjavyria. 
too little to fill up the hiatus before 2 Pap.?: Pap. ro mpar. 


25 


43 


line 36. Perhaps we should read r{a | 


26 


20 


3° 


35 
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amavT@y [.......eee | 
[rTleverOas [.......... ] 
Kat | eves ous es ] 

xpov Oe mpos[........ ] 
Opwrirous avaspl d ahantciras ] 


Se routoly olvx n[z]as avz[ous] 
acxouplev] arr alv]Opw7ovi[s] 


[Tlous wlev azrod]{S]as rous 


Pr aetna titra inng c Jous 8 e[x«] 
[ Beh austen Joupyco[ v] 
ear Onl 2-6 eves vas ] 
eeeee JOo m[.......-. ] 
eee ]Jweeuw[ ......60-. ] 
Serer lOvGl osserieite ] 
[About four lines are lost here] 
Lehane J« al geo Mandntecmsoaants ] 
are Joxew um[...... | 
eee ] aprayr....... ] 
eee eee Jas wf... J 
eee ere }» ep af ] 
Lak aos desea sa ate Jan]... | 
[Two lines are lost here] 

of he Oem a Heaa eae ] 

el de anieteenle eins aes rare | 

| ee eee ee nee ] 

| ree re are arene ] nee 

|) ere ee eee ee ]pewy 
Ol oe iaten me De ase Sa |v kal] 


1 Pap. cat meyay plev; but peyay plev struck out by Pap.?(?). 


Ad 


45 


46 


BRITISH MUSEUM PAPYRUS OF ISOCRATES. 27 


40 T0| a hoe das Jaxoul Save 
TeL...... Jrov cdsvat [.... ] 
vol ...... ] wat dactpf .... | 
youl ...... Ja rots an[.... ] 
Ol. sos shies ]xPpous tol .... | | 
45 Gov [..... Soper [.... ] | 47 
tw [.... jespous eopl .... | | 
Col. 15. ar polnoy jai ou po[vo]y ou 
[ . . .. Judoxiuno[av]rov 
Ps eat se ‘lai Tov pto[n|Oev 
irene Jov EKELVOL MeV Eb 
5 eee jeev mpos, teas rn. 
Beer |to peorns? ovens ap 
[eae Jac ypuctov rns ax®po 
[wor ]elws] opws virep Tov 
[So]favtwy tors avTav cw 
10 [wlaowy weovto dew Kvtv 
[Sv]vevew nuess 8 evs? tocauTnv® 
[amJopiav ednAvOotes Kat To ) 
| ayes ] wAnBos ovtes wo 
[wep Bacl[tJreuvs 0 peyas picOw 
15 Tous xpwpela Tous oTpato 
medats [Klas ToTe pev TpLn 48 
pets €6 mAnporev TOUS aed 
[Elevous nau Tous Sovdous [ree 
1 Pap.?: Pap. o. | 5 Pap.?: Pap. de roo. 
2 Pup.?: Pap. peorovens. 6 my has perhaps been added by 
3 Pap.?: Pap. y. Pap.? 


+ Sic. 
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[rTlas eve BiBafov tous [... | 
20 iduinas weO orov ef... | 
[.. ]» vuv de ros pev Eel ... | 
[.. Astras]? ypwpyeBa rov[... | 
ie Petras eXauvew avlay]| 


[xa]fopev wo orrotray [.... | 


25 [... ]wo[e]y evs rv trode .... | 
Corre ] apxew tov ed[... | 
eeeere Jouvres umnpel.... | 
rere Js eyBatvovow of .... | 
eae Jas duces ovre| | 
30 Peeere ] mporepoy Sin... | 
L egrets ]04 orAwy xi[.... | 
[eater dats ] adAa yap tra xal.... | 49 


[ioe ioe ste hs Jov [.... ]° 


—— Fourow pl...... ies 
ee Jevey ov7L .. 0 we ] 


[Six lines lost] 


45 eee ee ee v TV nl é] 
Dies seclemae eset | Scoccoupl ely 
Beer es ] mores ofc] 
eer eee | cepve[vo| 50 
1 Pap.?: Pap. erceBeB. ginal note by Pap.!(?) of which x+[dv]| 
2 Pap.?: Pap. wodtras : ve[vov]locy remains, apparently part of 
3° Pap.*: Pap. ec. an alternative reading of lines 31, 32. 
4 Received text 5:9\Oov, ued’ 8rAwv; The earlier part of the note is lost. 
but this is not enough to fill up the 6 Pap.?: Pap. a. 
hiatus. 7 a’rots seems to be omitted. 


5 Opposite this line begins a mar- 
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Ate etter ] ppo[vou] 


Col. 16. ev ere to [...... 0000 ] 
vat TOV AAO ........6. | 
peradioopev [ Seah coed ] 
pevors naorol ee eee ee ] 

5 as 7 TpLB - Aol Sig ores a hesaces ] 
Ts Svayrevel........... ] 
de TUOepel ............-. ] 
ONyov auT[.......0e- eee | 
pelv] ev yap [.........00e. ] 

Io wecOe? wat [ 1... eee eee. ] 
WOTE 1, eae eee ae eae | 
emu*[xlequel 6... ee ] 
pa@ tovrovs al.......... ] 

« tous touto* dl .......... ] 

15 motovvtas ot[| ........-- ] 
potovoupev KL .......... ] 
mhe*rous on lap ane sweicees ] 
$Oeipas Suvnl .... 2 ee eee ] 
roy ems TA pl ...... eee ] 

20 Tpayparwov cenoraerenr er ] 


[o}rovdalorz7[ ado receteicaes ] 


ea ] d{....] xaraf... J 


1 Pap.?: Pap. due. eve. * Pap.?: Pap. w. 


3. Pap.?: Pap. ae. ; 5 ¢ omitted. 
3 Pap.?: Pap. ew.[x]. 


29 


51 
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plavns etre Ou]ufouv]tas ws [ors] 
yal peo lus ov'Ta*s dvoxol rAws | 
e[youev tous de.0..[...] 


p[ov] wrovouvtas ws t.[... | 


35 fictive Jateras xndop..[... ] 
eee Js evvar vopsfop[ ... | 
aaa Jorarox de [A]oyov [... ] 52 
[.... Jac wpayparov ov... | 
eee lras* exouev wo[Te] 
40 meplt T]ov autor ms aut[ns]’ nyufe] 


pas’ ov tavta yiwwor(o] 


fev adr wv pev mop es] 


ex®*xAnoav avaBr[...... | 
yopoupev tavta cuvel Gor] 

45 Tes Yetpotovouple|y ov [.... } 
Se ypovov Siadil..... eve] ° 
evOade ogicf[...... eased 

Cold, Wusdawtiwaetss Jar eritipo 
area weomrerar Jupevos [de oo 
ee ] armel) 

Tio ites ele err ] xpopeda 

5 [ |! ¢)| Saree ] ov« eater 
[4 SO) weecw.as Jaradpovncer 
[ev] ae 7 . 2... |TOUS ToUTOUS 


1 Something has perhaps been -mzpayuarwy or{rus. 


written above ». 5 Inserted by Pap.?(?) above the 
2 Pap.?: Pap. e. line. : 
3 Pap. e«: ¢ struck out. 6 Pap.!: Pap. rns qu. 
4 The received text has Aéywv kai 7 Pap.!: Pap. repas. 

mwpayudtwr dvres obrws. We must pro- 8 Pap.?: Pap. ». 


bably read here [A]oywy [ovires x]ac ® Pap.'(?): Pap. xe. 
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[xv]psoof ...... Jowwwv array 
tov xal..... ]uev ou[s] ovbess 


15 


20 


Col. 18. 


av ovdev [.... ]Ouwy eretpe 
esey o O|.... |rway oxe 
[T]Aswrar[ .... |s wap av ojo 
[Aloynoarp[ .... ienacasaus 
[e]ivar tov [... oa Tov 

[rlouvs ws! meorot[atolus duAaxas 
[n]youszeOa [rns] aiNeineiaé 


[x]ae Tous pel .... |rouxous 


. Otadel.........--. Jo 
.+ Jor [o]oof........-.--. 5] 


[The rest of the column is lost] 


[ 
[ 
[ 
[orgs |G0 Of seca Sew atic d ates ] 
[ 
[ 
[ 


a re ee Jvex[o |v ere 


7 eae je tov evO[a] — 
Ol os ig eeitee Jen[e]vov eyo 
OL....-] ov x«[ar]a ravtwy 


ad[X\a] Kat Kata Twv evoyo(y] | 


tol... Jeyloujevors ovtwr 


1 Pap.!: Pap. [r]Jous WoT. 2 Pap.?: Pap. ras e. 


31 


53 


«4 


55 


56 
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10 emtAtTrot © av poe To NovTrov 
HEpos THS NME. .' pas et 
Tacas TAS WANMLMLENAS 
Tas ev TOLS Tpaypact yt 
vo| uJevas eferaCeww eT 

15 Xelipnoatme Tay ovv? av Ts | 
TwY opodpa Tos AEyome 
vols EvOYwWY OVTWY aya 
VAKTNOAS EpwWTNa ELEY 
mws ouy eim[ep| ovtTws Ka 

20 KWS Bovrev[o]ueba ow 
CSouea xalet] Suvapev ov 
deutas awoAlelws eXaTTW 
Tuyxavopely] KexTnpe 


vot ely] b€ mpo[s] ta[u|ra atro® 


25 Kpel.....-. ] oTL TOUS ay 

i Jev [o]udev 

[Blel ere yd eee Jovouy 

TOS (iodsa ness ] paxny 

| ae Cee ee ee Jasoe ra 
30 xed] eee ee Jevoe 

MOD i scils a ee ee |vres 

THY Nissen Baw tee Jv nae 

Tous GAL .......--. Jous 

Noa[ ws. eee eee |v 
35 evyov | ee ee eee Ja 
1 There is a space of two letters 3 Pap.?: Pap. o. 

between ¢« and p. Perhaps yperepas 4 Perhaps a correction by Pap.? 
has been written (as col. 16, lines 5 Pap.?: Pap. po. 
34, 35) and re washed out. 6 Pap.?: Pap. at. 


2 Pap.* (?): Pap. raxa 6 ay. 
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40 


Col. 19. 


15 


20 


Gar tnv epl....... |pecs 
Tv av eyvw|....... peer 


WoNvtTpay| .....-5.66- ] 59 


[The first 8 lines are lost] 


[ge (reece eyo[ ....-6... ] 
[Two lines lost through the peeling off of the top 


layer of papyrus] 
ae WepO Ws cticice gas ] 60 


autw|v| mpayl....... o ] 
avro[y] Svavol......... ] 
yap dca [r}yy exl......... ] 
Trav olv]uBarrov [........ ] 
Gov 7[....] av [......... ] 
NaBou petaBol......... | 
nwas avTous vl ee ee ee ] 
BeBawol....]Js[........-. ] 


1 yoincac perhaps written by Pap.?, 4 The reading is probably xa[: rous 
in place of something washed out. pt xpa. 
2 Pap.®: Pap. 6. 5 Sic; received text duabiav. 
3 Pap.*: Pap. ecriw. 5 »y omitted. 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxx. 3 
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25 BOAO, oc ko v9 ee a | 
WGP Gis 32-3 ales blew ] 61 
evn’ Tas emer, ..... onebae-s ] 
movouple|vous oL ..... Jrov 
avrvm[er|y ex de [ sisvsccis ) goon 
30 mapastia|s tov |..... leo 
o*TEpov O[eJaxerpl 5 Seca |] ary 
On mwev [Aleyeew | ..... PAO 
LyIncece|v] KAT oak Po? 
fea ere cee wal....]....° 
35 8 ewas [palin tolus ew €luvor 
at vovble|rour[ tas yn] po | 
vov kat|n|..p--[.---. le 
may... av al....ja 
a|v|wBovlArlevey | ..... | are 62 
4o xouev[or] Kat Tol ..... le 
yo|wjevole] mavoo'].... jav 
Thy exor[tjes ty... . o* 


[.. jv «ale| ie 
Tyee a eel ie ee [ 


1 Pap.?: Pap. o. 

* Doubtful. The reading may per- 
haps be ure. 

= ¢ has perhaps been inserted above. 
The papyrus has peeled here, but there 
are traces which might be the top of e. 

4 Inserted by Pap. The o at the 
end of line 20 has perhaps been struck 
out, but the ink is too faint to decide 
with certainty. 

5 Received text Aéyew we mporouo- 
hoyjoae; but this is far too much. 
Probably we should read [A]eyecr [ue 
opo)rol yincete{o). 


Ila ]uap 
. | Aoyos 


© Received text rpoonxdyrws éreri- 
wav rols yeyroudvas, dixaov 5° elvae 
x.7.\.; but this is too much. If the 
readings given above are correct, rots 
yryroueros is omitted. 

T Pap.*: Pap. w. 

§ If the reading is ry[v yr )wluq)e 
the letters in the first hiatus must 
have been broad. We should expect 
at least four letters. The w however 
is searcely visible, and if written broad 
and shallow might oceupy a good deal 
of space. 


BRITISH MUSEUM PAPYRUS OF ISOCRATES. 35 


45 


Col. 20. 


3§ 


1 Pap.? (?): Pap. e. 
2 Something has been written above 


[... ]pecv av pe [a Jocnoes 
[... rol xpsjoews o[u« arn 


Le ty tae odes |fepovans ar 
[inte sechade ceanen en andes |] vpey ov pny 
rere ee |p amroxexa 

Deas arate as ecerea e ] wpynuar re 
Legere tundtals Jnteov aro 

[i Sesiseacaesesh als Jac wreps TouvTwr 
[ vreshe an beebsee ] uTrapxel det 
lias Bar jouw evdoxiun 
Peer ]oeBevav xat 

Ut cgay boat coves Jonv kat thy ar 
l scatemieerndsa ] oAvyw apore 


[...] espnxape'y ws 5 ap 
[.- ]xsora mpos to Tovovtor 
[... JecOae rradeveunnev 
arn[@]e[s] wev eorw to py 
Onf{ . . . jvov cows 5 av axov 
cao... 4 ..v Sewvov eat 
dokevev Kau® aroKe [7 ]ns TeV 


adrhov eEnrraypevoy ot 
avoids... yalp nylolupjas Kar 
THY aroAsy NaS apetvoy 
oucnoeww Kat BeXTELOUS 

autous eo|eo|Oat Kat mpos 
amacas tas mpakes em 


Swcew nv rl alucwpcba 


63 


64 


the line, probably rapa; but the papy- 
rus is much rubbed at this place. 


3—2 


36 


30 


35 


40 


45 


Col. 21. 


5 
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Tns alp|yns tns Kata Oadar 


trav emOup[... Jes aurn 


yap coTw 9 Kal epreemitte | ets Tapa 
xn nlujas [....... Jaca’ 

car thy Onpl...... ].. 

yyy Katadu...... Ja pe 

9 ns ot mpoyl...... Jvre[s] 
€....Mo...[..... ]. tev 
Saver | ee | wee | 


Sov aravtwor [.... lia Tav 

Kaxov wy al.... | te exo® 

pev kale] tou al ....] qwape 

xouev ovda pl . .. uy ote 65 
yarertov [... ju dv 

vaotetas uiro 7... joy 

epwpevns [...... |upa 

xntrov [yelyevnl .... |s xa 

Tnyopouvta Sox[.... ve 

KtTov TL Neyer ol pw|s 5° ezreu’ 


dn wep vireyuew| .... | Kat 


Tenants ] Aoyous [... J 

ere Jas trae 

xO sda pres ttnt |] Kat Tovrwy 

UE case iek ]Oac Seopar 

2 near ae ara J@var pov tor 66 


1 Tf this reading is right, the line intended to be deleted. Accent on 
is somewhat shorter than the others. rév by Pap.? 


2 Or possibly ex;. 6 Pap.?: Pap. ofuwls ex. 
3 Pap.?(?): Pap. 7 exo. | 7 Pap.?: Pap. em. 
4 Pap.?: Pap. xakerwrarov. 8 Pap. piAampe: p struck out. 


5 +, overlined (by Pap.??) as if 


] 
I 
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s* * 2 ee & @ 


-_ * ¢ © © ft + mm 


] @s ap ey 
Jrarex@nvat 


mpl... \was wept Tpaypnatov 
ovtw [wlapadoEwy ex wn Te 


= + ¢ &© & F & 


ji - e t e * 


* © # # © # 


Aeylecy] adnOes evyov Tre 


] apxns ere 


jute yever@ac 


15 duvalt|ys ovre cupdepov 


ons niutly ort ev ovv ou 


dicata* Tap vee . 


exo vpla|s® dudacKew 


67 


7 


ore yap [Aax e[ 9 Jacwouvroe Tau 


10 hv el... | Thy dvvapey 


mloltous |... Jus ovk avnro@ 
ca‘pelv | KaTnyopou'ytes 
pev tln]s exervayv apyns 
dveEvovtes 8 ws* d&xeacov 


25 extiv |alvTovopous’ e.vat 


Tous eA[A]nvas tuvas Se 


65 


TwV mL Ree }v Teo| 1 | Tov" 


[eA ]Norysu| w |v" ov tapexa 


! The dy of the received text must 
be omitted. 

? Sie, instead of received divas, 
a is followed by what seems the be- 
ginning of w, and there is not room 
between a and p for more than two 
letters. 

"Strokes are placed before exw 
and before and after vas, apparently 


to indicate that the order must be 
reversed. 

+ Pap.": Pap. o., 

5 Pap.': Pap. «aryyopew. 

5 Pap. w dice: s added above the 
line. 

* Pap.'; Pap. om. s. 

8 Sic. 

* Pap." (?): Pap. [ed]Aqe[idia de. 


38 
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40 


Col. 22. 
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eee 
Xtav t[n]v vrep Tourer 
guotalcaly Togas de mpeo 
[ere ere Jecrethapev 


88a[EPove[as] QUTOV ws ou 


. |... Aea Tov 


Te SuKaLov EoTLVY oUTE 
cuudepov piav trod 
Kuplayv elvat TV EX 

ral .... | ov mporepoy 

8 eravo[alueOa trode 
fLouVTeEs Kal KLVOUVEU 
OVTES KAL KATA YnV Kat 
xata Oaraccav rp Oe 
Anoav Aalxedapovioe trot 


noac0a, tas cuvOnKkas® 


Tas Tept THs avTovop|ta]s 
OTL ev ouv ov dixatov [elo 
TW Tous KpelTTous Toly n|r 
Tovay ape ev exe|tvot|s 

TE TOLS ypovols TUyy[av]o 
fev eyvm@Kortes K[..... ] eme® 
TNS TodLTLAaS THS TL ..... |v 


xcaBeornkvias ws 6 ov[d aly 


69 


1 There is not room for mapexa- 
Necanev. Something must have been 
omitted. 

2 This is more probable than ox, 
for which there is not room. 

3 At the foot of this column Pap.? 
has written the words mrpw nvayxaca- 


pev Naxedariuf[ovco jus rownoar’, a8 & note 
on, or alternative reading to, rpw 70en. 
KT. 
4 Pap.? (?): Pap. xperr. 
5 ere apparently Pap.) 
into the margin. 


It projects 
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durnPernuev tyv af... jv 
10 TauTny Kata. ot'pevrala8a |e 
TAXEWS OLpLaL Soxauel bea] 
nv yap méeTa pupLov tan aly 
Tw@Y ovx olor T nev? Scadvra€a[c'] 
3 ws ay TauTny ex tis] 
15 jTapovons atropias xrncacO| az | 
SurnBetwev adras te [K]ac® 
xpwpevor Tolt|s nOeow ofv| 
x ots EXaBopuev ard’ at's ar[o] 
ecapev auvTny ws ToL 70 
20 vuv ovd'e SeFacGat rye® 
mode. Sudouevny supe 
per Soxerte pot Taytor ay 
exeOev xatapabew palr] 
Nov de kar rept TovTwy Rov 
15 AoMaL puuKpa TpoeTrey SE 
Sona yap pn S[tJ]a To Todds 
em[t|rypav S0&w viet apon’® 
pnoOat rns TodEws KaTH 
yopev eyw .5 et ev pos ar 71 
30 “Nous TLvas ETTEXELpOUY 
out dteEvevar reps Twv 


TPAYMATOV ELKOTWS 


1A letter or curved line (-) is 5 [x]ac perhaps Pap.} (Pap. om.). 
written between a and co. 6 Pap.?: Pap. addws. 

2 Pap.®: Pap. oto 7 7 Stag. 7 Pap.?: Pap. r. 

3 Pap. dcagudata[c]|@ac: Oar struck 8 Pap. ry &65: Pap.! struck out 
out by Pap.?, and no doubt corrected 6:5; «¢ adscript add. Pap.” 
to ¢. 9 Pap.? (?): Pap. ec. 


+ Pap.” (?): Pap. duvnPecnuer. 10 Pap.2: Pap. Andous. 


a5 


40 


45 


Col. 23. 
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av etyov Thy att|tlav Tau 

THY vuv d€ pos U'as Tot 
oupat Tovs Noyous ov diaBar 
Aeww eTepors eTiGvpmv ar 

X avtous vuas Bovdopmevos 
TAavoat TOLOUTWY Epywr 

Kal THY eLpnYnY Tepe 7S 

atas o Novos cotw SeBatws 
Kat THY TOALY Kat TOUS aAdoUS. 
eAAnvas ayayety avayKn 72 
de Tous vouGeTou|y|tas Kat 
TOUS KaTHYOpouYTas ToLS 

pev Rovyous ypno Gali] rapa 
TAnoLols tas de Stavotas 


evelv adAnhaiis ws oLov 

Te EVaYTLWTATAS wo 

TE TWept TWY TaUvTAa Eyor 
TMV OVK aleL TPOTHKEL THY 
auTyny* yvouny eyety vas 
aha Tous pev ere BrAaPne Kot 
dopouyTas pl'oe ws Ka 
KOVOUS OVTaS TH TrOAEL TOUS 
& em wheat vovGerovytas 
eTaivey Kat BeXTioTous 
T@V TOALT@Y vourcecy 


KQL TOUT@Y avT@V padtoTa 73 


1 Pap. 7: v written above. 4 Pap.?: Pap. de ry. 
* Pap.) (?): Pap. rAqotws. 5 Pap.-: Pap. om. 1. 
® Pap.*: Pap. o. § Pap.*: Pap. e. 
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to 


Tov evapyeotata' duvape 

vov SnAwoat Tas Tory 

pas® twv mpakewy Kat Tas 
cumpopas Tas at avTwy 
ytvouevas ovTos* yap av Ta 
XioTa Toinoeey vas pel 
aongavt| .... | de. BeAXTiover 
emtOupn| cat| Tpaypatev 

uiep pl .... ly THS T@V Noyor 
TipaxuTy| tos Kar Tov eipnye 
vev Kat tov pnOnceabar 
MéeAKMOVTMY TaUT exw re 

yew mpos vas obey 6 atre 
Autro’y jadi" tTomncouar THY 
apxXnv ehacKkoy yap exet 74 
Oelv] kadd\tor av vas Ka 
Tapadew ws ov cupde 

pet Xafew thy xata® GaraTTap 
apynv e oxeyracobe® Twa 
Tpotov » Tous dtexerto™ 
mpw" Tyv dvvayty Tau 

THY KTncacOa KaL TOS 

eTELON KATETYEV aUTHVY 


nv yap TavTa Tap addnra 


“: Pap. perhaps evepyorara. 5 Pap.*: Pap. om. xara, 

: Pap. rornpilas. ® Pap.*: Pap, ccepaodac, 

: Pap. ovrw, 1” Pap. dexecro: Pap.* has inserted 
: Pap. p. t and written vr in the margin as an 
“: Pap. a. alternative reading. 

: Pap. e. 11 Pap.*: Pap. rpw 7. 
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Tn Stavorat Oewpnonte! yyw ~ 

ceale ocwy Kakwy attia? 

TN TONEL yo*ryovey N MEV TOL 15 
40 vuv ToNtTELa TOTOVTw 

BerXrewy Kar KpeiTTwv 

N TOTE TNS voTEpoV® Ka 

TacTAaGNsS oowTeEp apt 

are.ons’ Kat Oeptotonrns 
45 Kar pirriadns avdpes 


QApmelvous noav 


Col. 24. ev’Bovdov x[at] KrcopwvTos 
Kat Tov [vulv Snunyopouy 
tov tov [de] Snpwov evpnoe 
Te Tov tloTle TroAuTevope 
5 vov oux a[pryelas o[v]d azropias 
ovde xev[wv] edaridwy ovra 
peotov afAA]a vixav pev dv 76 
vapevoy [elv? Tacs payxats 
mavras tLou]s es THY xo p lav 
10 eco” Baddolv|ras apiotetwv 
8 a Evoupevoy twv virep 
TNS EAXNaOOS KLVdUYaV™ 
outw Se WioTevomevov 


WOTE TAS TWNELGTAS TOWV 


1 Pap.?: Pap. Gewpas re. 7 Pap.?: Pap. api|recdys. 
2 Pap.?: Pap. ev av. 8 Pap.?: Pap. uwep||BouNov. 
3 Sic. ® Pap.?: Pap. [. .Jze. 

4 Pap. e: ¢ struck out. 10 Pap.?: Pap. eu. 

5 Pap.?: Pap. «per. 11 Pap.*: Pap. ¢ (?). 


6 Pap.?: Pap. vorepov 7. 12 Pap.?: Pap. ev rows x.7.A. xevduvoes. 


15 


20. 


35 


30 


35 


TWONEWY AUTW EKOVTAaS 
eyyeu'ptoas *d[als avtas tou 
tov & uTapyovTwy av 

TL EV TNS TONTELAS TNS 
Tapa Tacw evdoKovens 
eT TOLAUTNY akoNacLay 
n Suvapts nas avTn apo 
nyayev nv ovGes av® av 
Opwrev etrattveret’ev 
avtt Se tov vixav Tous 
emtoTpateu| ac lavtas ovTw 
Tous TWoAl Tas emradev 
cy wate pndoe po 
Tov’ Tiy@vy Todhpay Emre 
Ecevas Tous TroNepeous 
avtt Se rns evvotas TNS 
Tapa Twy cULpLaYwv 
autos" virapXovons Kat 
Tns So&ns THs Tapa Twv 
adrAowv EeXANVOV ELS TO 
GOovTO peloos KaTECTN 
ga”’y woTe Tapa pikpov 
erOew e€avdparrodic 


Onvat THY Tow EL LN 


1 Pap.?: Pap. evxe. 

2 ¢ omitted. 

3 Pap.?: Pap. 7» vovdeowyv. The 
corrector has placed a stroke after ny 
to mark the proper division. 

‘ Pap.?: Pap. e. 

5 Pap.?: Pap. r.. 


6 Pap.?: Pap. mu. 

7 Pap.?: Pap. ». 

8 Pap. e: € struck out. 

® Pap.?: Pap. a. 

10 Pap.?: Pap. myos | Tov. 
11 Pap.?: Pap. aury. 

12 Pap.?: Pap. e. 
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78 


44 


40 


45 


Col. 25. 


THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY, 
Maxedatwoviwy Twv 
eE apyns TokenovyTmy 
evvove TEepor eTvyo 
Mev ToD mporepay 
Hat cUp_payev oy TwV 
ous ovK av Sixavws ery 


cadoipev® oTt YaXeTTos* 


t[po|s nas Suvete@no|av] 

ov [ylap apxovtes ahr ap| v | 
vol ujevoe Kat TroAXa Sex| val 
wablolvres ToravTnv ecy|ov| 
veo nv Tept nuwv’ TLS 

yap |.... |remeuev thv 
aceNyetalv| Twv tratep| wv | 
TOV NMETEPWY OL cuvaryay| ov |" 
tes [e]E amraons THs eX 
habos Tous’ apyotaTous Kat 
Tous Kae® aTagTwy TeV 
rrovnpur eTEX OV 

Tas mANpouvTes TOUT@Y 

Tas Tpinpets amnyPavor 

TO TOLS EXANTL KAL TOUS meV 
Berr19[7 Jous TMV EV TALS 


adrais Torkeow efe*Bar 
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1 Pap.?; Pap. pm. 

* Pap.*: Pap. om. v. 

* Pap.*: Pap. eyxaAouqper. 
4 s possibly added by Pap.” 
5 Pap.': Pap. quas. 

® Pap.!: Pap. cvray[or]. 


* Pap“: Pap. om. rovs. 

® Received text rods aracur. Kat 
may perhaps have been struck out, 
but it is impossible to be certain, the 
ink being extremely faint. 

* Perhaps a correction from +. 
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35 


og 


! Pap.': Pap. v. * 7 Pap.*: Pap. yx. 

* Pap. rornow: Pap.* has altered w 
toa and then written aii above. 

? Pap.*: Pap. om. da, 

+ Pap.?: Pap. o(?). 

5 Pap. ex: e¢ struck out. 

* Pap.*: Pap. om. v. 





Nov tous de’ trovnpoTarots 
TOV EAANVOV Ta ExKEL 

veov duevepov adda yap 

et TOAMNC aL Trept TeV 

€.. EWOls TOLS XpovoLs 
ryevopeveey axpetBos 

dveNOewy vas pev av t 

cwWS TOLngaLpe® BeXrevov Bov 
NevoacGat Tept TwY Ta 
povr@y avTos 5 av d:a°®8rH 
Geunty evwbare yap pu! 

gel" ovyY OUTWS TOUS aLTLOUS 
TOV AaLapTnMAaATwY ws 

Tous Kat|n|yopouvTas av 

Tov Toilav|tyy ovy’ nuwr 
yvouny exovrmy ded. 

Ka LN TeipwmEevOS Umass 
qeepryericley avTOS aTroXav 
o@ TL ddralvpo|v* ov pny arro 
oTnoomal et 7 lavtaracwy wy 


dsevonO|n\y adda Ta pev 


Tm ikpotata kat padiot av vas 


AvIrngo"'yra Tapadrenro pvno 
a"@noouat be TovTw@Y povoY 


® Pap.*: Pap. daviov. 

* Pap.’ (?): Pap. ». 

” Pap.*: Pap. om. v. 

 Pap.*; Pap. a. 

2 Added by Pap.*, who may have 
struck out the ¢ in line 40. 


80 


81 
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cE wy yrooesGe Thy’ a*votay Twr 


ToOTE TOALTEVOMEV@Y OUVT@ 82 


yap axpei| 8 |ws *evpiorov 


Col. 26. 


e& wy av avOpwrot ta 


partota peconOle|vev wo 
Tt evrndicavTo To Tepiyivo 


feevov Tov hopwv apyu 


5 ptov SteXovtes Kata Ta 


[AJav[ Tov evs thy opyn* 


oTp'av Tos Stovuctors evo" 


depetv emrecday [71 |Anpes 


ne’ to Geat*pov «lal Tavt € 


10 Towuv Kat Tapetany|o|y Tous 


maias Twv ev tlw] ode 


fot TETENMEVTHNKOTMODV 


apupotepows eme"de| elev 


Tes TOLS ev adAOLS TULA 


_ 
a) 


avtwy vio micbwrev 


yoy Tas Tihas TS ovolias 


evoepomevas Tors 6 addors 


eAAnow To wANnGos TwY op 


davwv Kat Tas cupdopas 


1 Pap.?: Pap. om. ty. 

2 Pap.?: Pap. a+. 

* Pap. efevputxor: ef overlined as 
a sign of deletion (by Pap.*?). . 

4 Above the middle of this line 
something (av ...¥v) has been written 
and afterwards struck out. o has been 
written after 7 and struck out, appar- 
ently by the first hand. 

‘ A letter appears to have been 


written after p. 

6 Pap. es, and this has been cor- 
rected (by Pap.'?), by inserting a 
stroke before >; but as this stroke 
and the curve of c are run together, 
it is impossible to decide with cer- 
tainty whether ex or cs ia intended. 

* Pap.* (?): Pap. ony. 

5 Pap.': Pap, 6. 

9 Pap. ec: ¢ struck out. 
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20 


30 


40 


Col. 27. 


1 Short strokes have been made 
(by Pap.??) at the ends of lines 23—31. 

2 Pap.!: Pap. om. wou. 

3 Pap.? (2); Pap. e. 


‘ Pap.?: Pap. as. 


ras dia Thv teoveEav 
TaUTNY ‘yevomevas Kat 
Tavta SpwytTes avTny 
THY Trodwy evdatmovetov! 
KQ@L TTONNOL TWY VOUY OUK € 
Novtwy epaxapilov 
auTny TwV pevy TULBH 
cecOat Sia tavta per 
NovTwy ovdemtav Toe 
OULEVOL Tpovotay Tov 
d¢ wAourov CnXovy 

tes xat Oavpalortes 

os adixws ets THY Tod? ELoEr 
Owy Kat tov Sixaiws 
vraptavta dia Tayewv 
npedNEV pocatroNety 
€lS TOUTO yap KaTeEoTN 
ca®y TOV MEV OLKELW@V 
apereras Tov 6 ar 
Aorpiwoy embuptas - 
ute aen axeSatpoviw'y 
e[t]oBeSAnnorwr ELS 
THY KwWpav Kal TOU TEL 


yous dn Tov Sexedc® 


dou’ cu[vjeotnxoros 


5 Pap.?: Pap. a. 

6 Pap.?: Pap. e. 
has made a mark over the ¢ of de, the 
purpose of which is doubtful. 

7 Pap. e«: e struck out (by Pap.!?). 


83 


S4 


The corrector 


48 


20 


1 Pap.*(?): Pap. rovr. 


é 
* w has been written in the margin 
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ets otKe|A}cav Tpiln|pets [ely 
povy Kat [ovle noxuvovTo Thy 
poev mar| pt loa TELVOME 

yyy Kat [20 |pGouperny Te 
ptopwyties] ewe de tous! [ov] 
Sev mw|tolre evs nuas 
efapapt|olytas orparet 

‘av extre|u|rovtes add evs 85 
touto al .. aourns Aor 

woTe Tov |... |. aor eww 

Twy otxelcwy| ov KpaTouv 

Tes eta[rujas Kau ovxled|c 

as Kaw* rapynBo[]o%s ap*Eeuw 
Tm poaedox| naa |p fi we Be 

Se Sin[vleyxav avova’ .. tap 
rev a ¥ Tov wo|Te| . 
Tous “ev addous at cup) po] 
pat auvotedloluce Kat Trotov 
at swporle|rtepous exes 

vot 6 ovd vo TovTav € 
maoevOn| olay KatTou mec" 86 
Kaxos Kat pel'Coor Tepe 


emegoy ETL THS apyNs Tau 


4 Pap.’ (?): Pap. om. xa, 
5 Pap.?: Pap. «. 
“ Pap.?: Pap. afew. 


(by Pap.*?) opposite the beginning of 
this line. 

4 Tf the reading is a[@pojovrys, the 
letters between the brackets must have 
been somewhat compressed. 


7 Pap. -xar oe 6a. Pap.* has in- 
serted av and « It is uncertain 
whether 6 q has been struck out. 

® Pap.*: Pap. w\oa\e. 

" Pap.": Pap. mu. 
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25 THs Tov!’ ev atravTt TMU 
xpover’ rye* modee yeyery| pe] 
vOVv €1¢ alyUTTTOV jeV at 
Staxociat TWAevoacat Tpinpets® 
avTows TWAnpwpacw SivepOa 
30 pnoay wept de KvTpor tev 
THKOVTa Kat exaTov ev OE 
Tw Oe KEALKM TOAEUML UPL 
OVS OTALTAS QUTMY Kat TOY 
cTuppayov aT@\ecav ev 
35 aiehua b€ TEeTTApas’ pupLa 
das Kat Tpinpers TecoepaKov 
Ta Kat diaxocias To be Tedev" 
TaLov ev €XAHoTOrT@L® 
dtaxocvas Tas Se cata Sexa 87 
40 Kat KATA TEVTE KL TAELOUGS 
TOUT@Y aTro\XumEvas KaL TOUS 
KaTa xiAuwovs Kat Siryideous ) 
avolyncKovtas Tis av eFa 


piOunrerey ANY ev NY TOVTO 


Col. 28, [rlo tapas” trove” twv" 


| €|vavK\twv™ 
' Pap.?: Pap. rys y emi tw. 7 Pap.!: Pap. rerraes. 
* Pap.?(?): Pap. rwr xpovwr. § In the margin after re\ev, Pap.*(?) 
1 Pap. ry: « added above. has written «a | exalror, as an alter- 
‘ Pap.* (?): Pap. ya[p]. native reading to xa: dvaxocwas. 
'In the margin after spinpets * Pap?: Pap. ehdqoworrwe Kat. 
Pap. (?) has written z[AJeou|cay. 10 Strokes are placed (by Pap.*) over 


"Pap. rw kekuxw. Pap.* hasadded these words, probably to indicate that 
te above the line. eX is smeared, but the order is wrong. 
probably not meant to be struck out. 
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1 xa exactoyv eviav 
[r]ov ess as ToAXOL TwV ac 

5 [T]uyectovwy Kat Twv ar 
[AJov edAnverv edortwv? 
[o]u cuvrrevOncortes 
[ro]us reOvewras adr edo 
[On ]oopevor rats nee 

10 [par]s cuudopats redevv® 88 
twvtes 8 edaboy odhas av 
Tous Tous® yey Tadous 
Tous Snpociovs TwY 10 
TOV euTTrANHT AV 

15 tas de ppatpias Kat Ta 
ypap[mlareva ta AnEvap 
[X]ima tov ovde..... o 
het mpola|nxovtwy -yvol jn 
6 av® ris exeiOev pla] 

20 Mora TO TANOOS THY 
aTroAAupevwy Ta yap [yle 
yn TOV avopwv TOV 
ovopacroTavT@y’ Kat 
TOUS OLKOUS TOUS peyLo 

495 TOUS Ol Kal Tas TUpavYL 

KAS OTAGELS Kal TOV TEP 


olKov ToNepwov Stepuyov 


1 Pap. [e]vxuxdcwy Kxadeorn|[x]ev : 5 Pap.!: Pap. om. s. 

xaBeory[kjev struck out. 6 Pap.?; Pap. u7(?)8 av. 
2 rwy corrected by Pap.? from 7m (?). 7 Pap. ovouacravrwy: Pap.? has 
3 Sic, apparently. inserted or but not struck out ». 


4 Pap.!: Pap. om. 
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30 


35 


40 


Col. 29, 


1 Pap.2; 

? Pap.?; 

3 Pap.?; 
struck out 
above. 

* Pap.?; 


eUpNoopev Emre TNS aPYNS 
ns ereOupovpev avacta 
TOUS yeyevnuevous wo 

Te et! tus oxotretcOat Bovrot 
TO Tept TOV aANwV wWoTrEP 
Tpos Tapaceryua TovT? ava 
gepwy davernpev av 

puxpov Sew avtTnrAdAa 

YyMEVvOL KaLTOL YPN TodL*® 
pley evdatpova voutlery* pn 
thv €& aTravT@y Tov ay 
Opwrewyv evKn TrodXoUS 
mwonuTas® abpofovcay ar 
Na THY TO yevos Twy EE ap 
xns® THY TrodLY OLANTAVTMY 
parrov Tov addoy dia 
cwtolujoav avipas Se &n’ 


Nolu]ly en Tovls] tas Tupavuidas — 
KaTeyovtas pndoe Tous pee 

fw Suvacteay tov Sdixaov Ke 
KTNMEVvoUS adda Tous aftous 

Mev ovTas THS MeyLaTNS Te 

NS Kat yatpovtas® ee Tats VITO 
Tov dnOous [Se]douevars tau 


Pap. om. et. 5 Pap.?: Pap. rotyras. 
Pap. s. 6 Pap.?: Pap. om. s. 


5I 


89 


90 


Pap. wotew. Pap.? has 7 At the foot of this column a 
y and then re-written it note has been written and washed out. 


It is now quite illegible. 


Pap. eviamovigferv. 8 Pap.?: Pap. uns orepyovras de. 


4—2 
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THs yap e&tv' ovre [alynp* ovte modes 
AaBew av Sr[valero emovdaore 

10 pav ovd ardalrelorepay ovde* 
mreovo's aktalv y|virep ot rept Ta 
TEpolKa [y]evou ¢]voe EYOVTES OU 
X omorws Tors AnoTais eBiwoay 
Bah atu ea @ TOMY LKavOY 

5 ex[o]vtes rote 5 ev aevtode%vats 
Kat moMéopkeats Kat TOLS meyLo 
[7 Joes xaxo[cJs Kkaleotwtes ar 
Na] rre'pt Tnv Tpodnv thy Kal H 
pepay ouT ev evdetats ouT ev 

20 umepBorais ovtes ere Se THE 
TNS TWodTias Olkavoourn® Kat TALS 
apeTals Tals avTw@Y diroTEL 
Moupevot Kat TOV Biov ndevov 
Tov arA|w|y diayorTes wy ape 91 

25 Anoaly|res OL ‘YEVOMEVOL MET € 
xewvou|s] oluje apxey adda Tupay 
ve [elre|O]uunoav a done 
pev t[n|v avtny eye dvvayuy 
TrevcTov § ad\AnAwV KEeYwpic 

30 Tat TOV MEV Yap apyovTwY Ep 


yov €aTiv TOUS apyoueEvous 


1 Pap.*; Pap. om. efw. ® Above « a corrector has written 
* Pap.*: Pap. ovr av [a]ynp. os or or, which has been struck out by 
* Something bas been struck out FPap.? 

(by Pap.*) after «, but it has perhaps 7 Apparently a correction. 

been only a mark to fill up the line, 5 Pap.*: Pap. ovres Aeyw de racs 
4 Pap.*(?): Pap. a, THs Tokews Seeacoruracs, 


5 Pap.*; Pap. om. 





a 
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Col. 30. 


10 


TALS QUT@Y eETTimeXELats TOL 

ewv' evdatpovertepous Tos be 
tupavyots eBos KabeornKev 

TOS TMV aAAwY Trovols Kat Ka 
KOlS EaUTOLS NOovas TrapacKeU 
avewy avayxn d€ Tovs TotovTots 
Epyols emlyipovyTas Tupavet 
Kai's KaL Tals TUppopats TrEepLTrEL 
TTeEWv® Kat TOLaVTAa TracyYeELY ota 
Tep av Kat TOUS aAXOUG Space 
al @ Kat TH TOAEL TUVETTEGED 
avTt yap Tov dpovpew* tas Tov 
ah\i@y axpoTrodets THS avT@Y 


emLOov TOUS TOAEMLOVS KUPLOUS 


ryevomevous avte [Se Tolv trasdas 
ounpous AawBavery [a }roorap® 
Tas amo matepwy Kale p|nTepwv 
TOAAOL Tw modureny nayKac 
@nacav tous avrev ev Lt} moXwopkiat® 
Yetpov ta.deveuy Ka Tpeperv 
 mpoonney avrois ayre be 

Tou yewpyeliv|] Tas xyalpjas tas 
ahaAoT pias TONN@Y eTW@Y OU 

de idecv avrows e£eyevero THY 
auT@v wor e TiS nuas EpwlT|y 


cetey et de[ar|ue? av tocovTor 


' Pap: Pap. es. 4 Pap.?; Pap. dpovecw. 


* Pap.!; Pap. om. i. 
* Pap. (?): Pap. om. ». 


5 Pap.?: Pap. [a)rocrop, 
* Pap.?: Pap. opxcac. 


92 


93 


34 


210 


75 


49 


is much rubbed here. 
2 Pap. e tis: uy written above. 
3 Pap.*: Pap. om. pyre rasdwp, 
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x povov apEavte's [T]ovavra Ta 
Goveav [7 |nv modu iparaig oie WY IFES 
av omoroynoeey TAHY eb py* TES 
wavranasw arrove|v one | 
vos ser8 ea unre Lepeov 17) 
Te yovewy pyre matdwv® wnt add[lov p|nde 
vos bpovretes? wAn|v|] Tov ype 
vou povov® tov Kad eauTop [w|v ove a 
Evov tThv dtavoiay €nXovv | 
avri.a Tokv maddov TOV Tor 
Any Ipovotay aconctean 
TOUT@Y TOLOULEVMOY Kat 
pnGev nrrov ony t[n]s Kos 
vns do&ns n THs Lotas irorT|¢] 
pooupe| va|y Kat mpoaipovpe 
vov erw eve’ ioe pera of ¢] 
Kalocurns wahdov n meyav* 
wAOUTOV PET adix[tjas® : #- 
yap aL mpchiodak. tolaureen avTous 
TapacxovTe's THY TE Toh bs; 
SatpovertaTny ToIs enw) | 
MeVvoLs Tapedocay Kas rH av 
TWY apEeTNS a*Cavarov TH . 


pvneny Katercrrov e[E] wv 


1 Or perhaps a; but the papyrus 8 Pap.?: Pap. om. v. 

* Pap. perhaps wera dixaias, 
has added the apostrophe and altered 
a: to as, but seems not to have struck 


4 Pap.?: Pap. pnd. out the original ag. 
5 Pap. pporrifew: v struck out. ” Pap.': Pap. om. +. 
® Pap.2: Pap. om. over.  Pap.?: Pap. a. 


7 Pap: Pap, om. exec. 12 Pap.*: Pap. om, a. 


94 


Pap.? 
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audotepa'’ paidiov ecru Ka 


Tapabew Kat THY ywpay nuev 
ort Suvatas Tpedpey avdpa*s ape 


40 vous T@v ad\X@v Kat THY KaXov 


Merny ev apynv oveav de cum 
hopay ott TeduKe Yetpovs atav 


TaS TOLELY TOUS }Vp@muEevovs au 


T weyioTov de TeKpNpLOY ov 95 


Col. 31. yap pwovoy nuas adda Kau TH 


Aaxedaipoviwy toduv® due 


PGeipe'v wate Tos evdiopevois 


evTa.ively Tas exevwv al pelras 


5 ovXY oLov T EaTLY ELTTELY Tol UT lov 


Tov Noyor ws nucis pev S[cla To 


SnwoxpatetoBat Kaxws expN 


caueba® Tos Tpaypyacw eli] de ra 


KedalmovioL TaUTNnY THY dv 


10 vay tapeéAaBov evdarpova's 


av Kat Tovs ad\Xous Kat ahas avTovs 


eroinoay mokv yap Garrov® 


exetvois emredetEa*to Thy uci 


'Pap.?: Pap. audorepwr. 

+ Pap.?: Pap. e. 

"Paps (?): Pap. ywpav. 

* Pap. (?): Pap. a. 

' Pap”: Pap. expyo|ucda. 

" Pap?!; Pap, a. 

7 Pap.!: Pap. « 

°The words «a: rovs—ogas and 
troincay—Garroy appear to have been 
Written later than the rest (by Pap.*?). 
Alter farrow there is a space of about 


i 


five letters which has been filled up by 
crosses (x x x). The first hand ap- 
pears, for some reason, to have left the 
passage blank, and it has been filled 
in later, Possibly however something 
has been washed out; but there are 
no signs of this. The first ¢ of exexwors 
in the next line has perhaps been 
added by Pap.! 

® Pap. eredecgavro: » dotted as a 
sign of deletion. 
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THY auTns' THY yap TodtTELay 
15 qv ev emTa*Koctol*s eTecLV OU 
Gers ovdev* ovO vireo xiwdurav 
ov@ vie cuudopwy Keavnberocar 
TaUTHY Ev OALY@® Ypovwa cadev 
O@nvat kat \vOnvar Tapa pexpov 
20 eTmounge’y avti yap Tov" KaGectwro'py 
Tap avTous emitndevpatav 
Tous pev® wdiwtas eveTTAnTE’Y adixt 
as paQuuias avouias pirapyu 
plas To O€ KoL\Wov THs TrOAEWS 
15 uTepoyias Mev TOV TUpaAYwV 
emiGuptas d€ TwY addoTpLMOV 
oAkvywpias 6€ TWY OpKMV KaL TOV 
auvOnxwv TocovTov yap umepeBa 
AOY TOUS NMETEPOVS TOLS ELS TOUS 
30 eAAQVaS GpapTHMaciW OToY Tpos 
Tow WpoTEepoy vrrapyovow ada 
yas Kal oTacels ev Tals TONE 
gw eTonoay e& wy aciuvnotous 
Tas exGpas mpos addAndous ex™ou 
35 civ ovtw Se dirotrodewws Kat 
piroxivdvves dieteOnoav 
Tov ahAoy yYpovoy Wpos Ta ToLtav 


Ta TedvAaypevws paddov 


' Pap.’ (?): Pap, avrw. 5 Pap.?: Pap. om, rwr. 
* Pap.*: Pap, werra. 7 Sie, 

3 Pap.?: Pap. v. ® Pap.?; Pap. om. pep. 
* Pap.?: Pap. Gets ovocovdur, * Pap.*; Pap. a. 

5 


Pap.*: Pap. a. ” Pap.*: Pap. E£. 


BRITISH MUSEUM PAPYRUS OF ISOCRATES. 57 


Tov adi@y eYyovTes WaT OU 

40 de Tov cuppayor ovde Twv 
EVEPYETWY ATTETYOVTO TWY 
o'hetepwyv avtwy adda Baaire 
WS PEV AUTOS ELS TOY TPOS 7 
pas* To\ewov meov n TevTa 


45 Kity¥ethia® TadhavTa Tapacyov 


Col. 32. rots yor Se mpofvpotata 
TavT@V TOV GUpEpaxXoV TwL® 
vauTik@.® guVKLvouvevaoay 
Tov @nBaiwy Se peyrotny 98 

5 Suvayuv es To Teloy cupBa 
Aopevwmy ove epGacay Thr 
apynv Katacyorvtes Kas On 
Bato pev evOus emeBoudev 
ov’ emt O€ Tov BactX\ea KXe 

Io apyov Kat otpati‘ay efeTTeu 
Wav xat* yvwv de Tous wev Tpw 
Tous TwY ToALTwWY eduyad'’ev 
wav Tas O€ Tpinpers ex TwV 


veopiav" e€eXx“vcavtes a” 


15 Tacas wyovTo \NaPovTes 
ove efnpkece be avTows Tau 99 
' Pap.*: Pap. e@ erepwv, * Pap.*; Pap. cap. 
* Pap, wpos| was: Pap.! mpos | quas: ® Pap.*: Pap. e. 
Pap.? as above. ® Pap.*: Pap. om. «at. 
*Pap.2: Pap. xchea. 10 Pap.?: Pap. 7. 
* Pap.*; Pap. a. " Pap.?: Pap. vewrepwr. 
* Pap: Pap, vov. 1° Pap.?: Pap. e. 
* Pap.?; Pap. pv. 8 Pap.?: Pap. om, 


58 


20 


a5 


30 


35 


40 


1 Pap.?: 
® Pap.?: 
* Pap.?: 
4 Pap.?: 
5 Pap.?: 
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ta efapapteww' adda rept 

TOUS avToUS ypovous emopHour 

ev Tyv* xPrretpov vBpitov Se 

Tas vncous avnpovy Se Tas ev 

tTadwat Kat ouKehiat TrodtTeLas* 

Kat Tupavvous KaMiotacay €dv 

patvovto Se THv TedoTrovyn 

TOV Kal MecTHY oTaTEwWY Kat 

TONLMY eTOLncaY et Tova 

yap Twv ToAEwY OVK ecTparev 

cav N Tept Tivas’ avT@Y OVK € 
Enwaptov ove nALwv mev be 100 
pos Te THS Xwpas ade'ihavTo THy 

de ynv tHv KopivOiap ere 

pov pavtiveas de dimxiclar | 

drdacious® be Fer odvopxencav 

ets Se THY apyeray eveBadrov™ 

ovdev 6 eTTavo"yTo Tous peV 

ahious KaK@S ToloUYTES au 

Tots Oe THY nTTav THY ev™ ev 

KTpots TMapacKevalovTes 

nv pacw Tives aitiay ryeryey™ 

vncGar TH oTrapTnL™ Twv Ka 

K@V ovK adnOn eyorTeEs oU 

Pap. efapapravew. ® Pap.?: Pap. om. s, 
Pap. vp, | 0 Pap.*: Pap. », 
Pap. a. 1 Pap.*:; Pap. eweBador, 


Pap. wokerrias. 12 Pap.?: Pap. oa. 
Pap. om. @. 13 Pap.*: Pap, ev. 


6 Pap.*(?): Pap, v. 14 Pap.’: Pap. x. 
7 Accent added by Pap.” This has perhaps been struck out. 


5 Pap.’: 


Pap. om. e, 16 Pap.*(?): Pap. ry ¢rapry. 
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yap Sta TavTny vTO TwY cU_ 


pwayov ewonOncay adda 


dca Tas uBpets Tas ev Tow ev" 


mpoobev XPevets Kat TAVTYY NT 


45 TnOncav Kat TeEpt THS aUT@V 


Col, 33. 


extvoL..... jav ypn Se Tas arias 


101 


emibep| ..... | Tous Kaxows Tos" eL TE 


AeuTnls ylevowevors adda Tos Tpw 
ToLs T@Y auapTnuatav e€ wy 


5 emt THY TEXEUTHY TavTHY® Ka*tnveyOncay 


woTe ToNu av Tis adnOectepa TVY 


yavot Keyw@v et hain ToTe Thy ap 


xXnv avTos yeverOar Tov cuppopwr 


ore THY apxnv THS GaXaTTHS Ta 
10 pedapBavoy exTravto yap Sura 


joy ovdey omotay TH TpoTEpov v 


Tapxoven dia pelv ylap THY Kata 


102 


ynv nyenoviay kar THY evtagtiay 


KQL THY KaPTEPE tay THY ev au 


5 TH MEXET@EVHVY patoias THs KaTa® 


Garatrav Suvapews evexpatyn 


cav dia Se thy atropiay’ thy vio 


THS apXNs avToLS eyyevo®wevny 


1 Perhaps overlined. 

“ Pap. has inserted a stroke (') 
above the s of ros, perhaps to indicate 
a difference of reading. 

*Pap.*: Pap. tyr rehevrn; om. 
TOUT AY. 

4 Pap.?: Pap. «ac. 

° The « may possibly have been 
struck out, but the papyrus is too 


much rubbed at this place to dis- 
cover. 

6 Pap.?: Pap. om. trys «ara. In 
the opposite margin is a mark referring 
to a note (by Pap.*) at the foot of the 
column, which reads xapremer yr 
eueherww par”. 

? Pap.*: Pap. axohaciay. 

8 Pap.*: Pap. », 


60 


20 


25 


qo 
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TAXEMS KaKELUNS THS NYEwovias 
a'reatepnOnaay ov yap ett? Tous vo 

polu|s epudatroy ovs Tapa Tw 

Tpoyover mapedaBov ovd ev Tors 

nOeow . 3 euevoy ois mpoTepov 

evyov aX uTo\aBovtes eFevvar trot 103 
ew avtols|* o tle] av BovAn@wow ets troAdnv 
Tapaxyny Kateo|T|noav ov yap nideioay 

THY efouc.ay NS TWavTes evyovTat 

Tuxew ws Sueypnaros® eat ov 

6 ws ml ap|adpovev trove Tous arya 

Tovral ¢ | auTny ovd ort THv puoww 

+++ @ €. *; ... eTatpais® Taig epav 


welv] @.....-.... aus Tous de ypw 


PEs one Baewe ste e RARTOE S 9 104 


35 THV ..++++V TOUS yap ev mAELCTALS’ 


ke 


yeyern .... us efovotar’s Sot Tis 


av TALS peyioTals Guuhopais rept 


40 Nets wale] modu Tlevowevac" mpotepov 


1 Pap.*: Pap. e. 

2 Pap.*: Pap. ev. 

*’ There is a space of about two 
letters here so much rubbed as to be 
illegible. The reading is probably 
evewevor. 

4 Pap.?: Pap. om. avrois. 

® Corrected from some other letter 
(» ?). 


6 Pap.*: Pap. erepais. 


7 This line projects into the 
margin, 

8 Pap.*: Pap. om. t. 

* Pap. et: « apparently struck out. 

1” y may possibly have been added 
above the line, 

1 Tf a is followed by @ nuww» the 
line must extend into the margin. 

2 Pap.*: Pap. woki[rJevomevas. 
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45 


Col. 34. 


10 


gwp....... . Ta Kat dofav ex[ou] 
gat KakMoTHY.... : n tau|t|ns [er]u 
xov kale tT)nv apxnv edaBov ov ..' 
arrAn[rAlov Senveyxay adr worrep 


Mpoonke. TOVS VITO T@V aUTwV 


emOupialy xale t[y]s avtns* vor 
aov diePO[ap|welvolus Kar Tats 
mpoakeauy sails av|tlais emexecpy*® 
cay Kal wont laplale? Yoacts Tapa 
mrnoLows ex|...-- jo «ast To Te 
Aeuratov [opo jars iis acupo 
pais wepvetr|eco|y nmers Te yap 
gitagGalres] vIro TOV TULLa 

yov Kat we[pt av |dpatrod*topov 
eieaeueaterdh vTo NaKedat 
poviwy eo|wO|nwev exevvot 

Te mavrwy |av|tovs ato\eras 
BovrnGev7| cov | eh nuas KaTa 
duyovres O[¢ nluwy tHs cwrTy 

pias ervyoly xat|tot Twas yen THY 
apynv rebut cn] araarey THY 

Tas TeAev|Tas| ovTw Tovnpas 


exovcay 7» T|ws] ov pecew Kat hu 


61 


105 


1 The remains of letters seem wash it out. The second « was cer- 


dificult to reconcile with the reading 


ouder 


rest of the line. 


2 Pap.*: Pap. a. 5 Pap.?: Pap. 2 

4 Pap.’: Pap. avrwr. 6 Pap.': Pap. a. 

4 Repeated by inadvertence; but 7 Pap. ev: ¢ struck out, 
the first o is in fainter ink, and 8 Pap.?: Pap. 7. 


perhaps the scribe has attempted to 





tainly written at the same time as the 


62 


zo 


25 


35 


40 
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yew Tnv wo[AXNa] Kae Sevva trovewy 
apgotepals tals modes erratpa' 
cav xa. tral .. | avayeacacav 
ovx akiov oe Oaluuatee eu” 

Tov addov [xpo|vov eravOave*® 
anavra's rol cou}rov ovoa® KaKkwv 
auTLa ToOLS EXoVoW avTHY ovo €éb 
meptpaxnt|o|s nv eb nuwy Kat 
AaKkedaipoviwy evpnaete yap 

TOUS TWAELaTOUS T@Y avOpwrav 
Tepl TAS alpecets TwWY Tpayya 
Tov apapTavovTas Kat Tet 

ous pev® erriOupwas e|xlovta’s Tey 
[«]axav n Tov ayabov apet 

[vo]v de Bovdevopevous vrrep 

Tav ex@pwyr chov avTwv 

Kat TavT tolo|e Tis ay evl TaV pe 
yiotov Te yap" ovy ouTws yeyovev 
OUX NMELS eV TOLAUTA TPO | 
npoupeda® mpatrew e& wv 
hoxehasuol> Tins deorroTat™ 


Tov eAAnVeV KaTecTnoay"™ 


106 


107 


ov, if that 


2 Pap.*: Pap. ere. 

+ Pap.*: Pap. eAar@avor. 

4 Pap.1(?7): Pap. «. 

5 Pap.*: Pap. oca. 

§ Pap. we: » added above. 

7 Pap.*: Pap, e. 

§ » perhaps by Pap.! 

® The reading of this word is ex- 


tremely doubtful. The first letter may 


Pap. erepo. be » or a altered from ». 


is the right reading, is written above 
the line, perhaps in place of ». 

Pap. derroras: ¢ struck out. 

1! In the margin is written xa’, 
referring to the foot of the column, 
where exewor 6 ovrw Kakws mpoeornoay 
is added by a different hand (?), av” 
being written after it. 














— —_—_— 


BRITISH MUSEUM PAPYRUS OF ISOCRATES. 63 
woc8 nu.... mlol]AdA[oles erecu 


voTepoY ....Vv €mitToAacal Kal 


‘xuptous ryeverbar THs exeiv@v 


TWTNpLAS OVY H MEV TwWY aTTL | 108 
45 xilovT@y ToAuTpayLocurn® 


Aaxwvitery Tas Toes erat 


Col. 35. 


noev de T.[... Jax’. 
uBpes artixl..-..]... 
nvaykac..[..... Nicink a 
pmyopouv ..[..]...-. 
5 o Onuos ....[..]..-. 


xeas THs [em ]e [Ter] Ter Jpaxo| c}co[v] 


ee ee i ee av Ttp| ia] 
KovTa ia Sava bay as Symes] | 
KwTEpo. yeyor(a|wer tov’ duagy [xa] 
10 radaBor[r]ov eXKs apt om tov [e] 109 
RORTIWWD soc ccs . ov nad [7] 
pepav ons iets sxe ... Tous mod] 
Nous xarpov ny esdse s 3,5 tov ¢e.. | 


1 In the margin, between this line 
and the preceding, is a mark referring 
to the foot of the column, where em 
To\has apyas mpoe\few xat is added in 
the same hand as the other addition. 
Under er: woAdas is written something 
else, now illegible. 

2 Pap. rokvrpayyocuryy: v struck 
out. 

*Tf this is the right reading, 
must have been omitted; but it may 
have been added above the line. 

‘ Pap.2: Pap. w. 

* Something has been written above 


this and the following letters, but is 
illegible. The first two letters are 
perhaps ov, and the reading is very 
likely oy y[-younerwr], as an alternative 
to, or explanation of, énuryyopovr[ rw. 

® a or o seems to have been written 
above this letter. It may be the loop 
of the a of avros in the previous line ; 
but if so it is a good deal below the 
level of the line, 

7 Above the line are slight traces of 
ink. The middle letter seems to be o, 
and the next might be +r. The word 
is possibly tore. 


= 
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-ATOV .....4.4.4. NOevpaTal py] 


15 Tos K@.....[. ]....... Puy 


Bramt'ovew...[ .— 


vowlovt “pret: Dy We potepa Tau 
T av whe....[.]...... Tepov[s] ev 
vat Soxou Rvevans 9 Sia acs v naetatls 
20 EMMEVOV «eo wee ovv ev |oc|s 110 
aves Coot Koseeessss QUTOLS U“AAXOV* pE 
Ae Ta XelpO...... rat 7 poatipou 
pevo. Tt O..... . ov a wens THS 
apxns Tns° Kata Oaldalrrav ayvoovo[c]" 
25 Kat paxovrat | pos] addmous Tept 
ms ples ...... avrous dor]? 
o/L0$ evon| NOe]v opare de Kal Tas 111 


povapxtas tlas ely Tats mrodkect xa* 


Giorapevas oolovs €lyovot Tous emt 


30 Oupn ra’s «lat Tous] eTomwous exor 


Tas otiouy Tlacy|ev woTe KaTac 


yew avtas ais tt [Tlav dewvav n ya 


AeT@Y ov Tpolcer|tiv ove evOus ert 


dav ANaBwot tas Suvacteas ev 


35 TOTOUTOLS E“TEeTNCYMEVOL Ka 


1 Pap.*: Pap. om. tr. 

2 Above vou is written something 
which may be the missing wa of 
xoXera, 

® «x, which the first hand wrote 
after p, seems to have been struck out. 

4 Pap.?: Pap. om. paddor. 

5 Pap.*: Pap. om. r7s. 

6 After ayroouc: the word agroxoucr 
is written by Pap.* in the margin. 


7 [t]e seems to have been written 
here and the o to have been struck 
out by Pap.*, who has then rewritten 
it at the beginning of line 27. 

5 okvyap|yvas is written by Pap.* 
in the margin at this place, as an 
alternative reading to movapyias. 

® Pap.!(?): Pap. @ujour, 

10 Pap.'(?): Pap. 
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Kos exo wate avayxaterOat To 112 
Aewery prey altace Tors TodtTats 
pice 5 uh wv Kaxov ovdev Tre 


movOacw amtare||y Se rows pidois 


40 Kat TOS eTat*pois TOLS aUTw@Y Tapa 
cata‘tiOea@at de tThv® Tar cwpaTt@r 
cwTnpiav piaBodopois avOpwrots 
ol’s ovdetroTe edo'y pwndev 
nrrov® hoBevobat tous guXarrovras 
45 m Tovs emiBovrle|vovTas ovTw" 
Col. 36. [ - # ££ ££ * © © © & ££ & Fe ee 2 lee |xewv 
PROP Gh -Rald iia sea = © © & Jappe 
a oe |oe 113 
(PRAT me na 33 rose Jev™ 
5 [ ss © oft te ee ee ee ee lv 
CG aly Sivis.e wk ao va os |v 
OS ee |» ere™ 
i= Sees sce pede « [Ope 
[ tebe eee @ ® eee we we ew ee ee los 
10 SRS aia iss .++ JOlos o]up 
[........-.. |has avrav[s v|7ro 
[Blav[.......] de otoc™ mpere|vo|yres 
' Pap.*; Pap. om. «. ev and then rewritten y in the margin. 
* Pap.*: Pap. om. 1 ohov | de is written by Pap.? in 
" 4 perhaps corrected from e. the margin here. 
‘Pap.t: Pap. carWerfa. 12 Pap. de rpw.,om. o. Pap." seems 
* Pap.?: Pap, om, ry. to have written oo: above, The second 
® Pap.*: Pap. v. ois a certain reading. Before ow is 
’ Pap.*: Pap. e. what might be part of +, Perhaps 
* Pap.*: Pap, under 5 y\rrov. Pap.” has written [o]woc o in mistake. 
" Pap.*: Pap. ovros. In the margin he has written oov de o.. 
“ Pap. y. Pap.* has corrected to Between de and o a line is drawn (e\o). 
Journal of Philology. vow, xxx, 5 


ia 
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xat Sofas peyiotas exyovt[e|s To! 


TOUT@Y KaKwMY Epwowv TL” dec Tovs addAous® Gav 


15 pate ev tol tlour@u* e[rlep'ov ertAvuovar ove a 114 


yvow. 8 ort Tov per rept t|w|v 


Tupavvwy oyov amedeEacGe' 


tov de mept THs apyns SucKo 


hws axovete TerovlaTe yap Tt 


20 TavTrwy avoyictoy Kat patOujuo 


TaTov a yap emt Tov alr |A@v opa 


Te TavT &d vuwy avTwY ayvoeiT’e Kat 


TO T@V Ppovipws Sraxetme 


veov ovx [e|Aayiotor Kat TovTo 


25 onMELOY EOTLY DL Tay avTas Trpa 


Fes emt TavT@y Tev omowwy" daivor 


Tat yvwpitovtes wy vuw™y ovder™ rw 


ToT e*weknoev adda Tas per” Tupavvt 


das vroXapPavete YadeTras 


30 evvat kat BXaBepas ov povoy TaLs 


aX\Kolg GANA Kat TOLLS EYoUvcLY avTas 


Tnv 8 apxyny Thv kata GadatTay 


peyioto"y tav™ ayabov tnv™ ovdev ov 


1 apxas is written in the margin 
here by Pap.*, apparently as correction 
of dofas. 

* Pap.*: Pap. om. re. 

* Pap.?: Pap. om. rovs a\dovs. 

4 Pap.*: Pap. om, e rowvrwr, 

* ep i8 in somewhat darker ink, 
and may be a correction. 

* Pap.?: Pap. amrodexerdat. 

7 o and « appear to have been 
written over a and 7 respectively, 

5 Pap: Pap. opalr eg. 

® Pap.*: Pap. v. 


” This reading is doubtful. There 
is room for four or perhaps five letters. 

il Pap.*: Pap. rarrwr ojos, 

12 Pap.*: Pap. 1. 

13 Pap." (?): Pap. ovde. 

M Pap.*: Pap. ». 

15 Pap.": Pap. om. per. 

'@ Pap.*: Pap. e. 

W Pap.*: Pap. w. 

1! Pap.?: Pap. om. tur. 

™ Pap?: Pap. ayaéwr aria (sic) 
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Te Tors maGeow ovte Talis mpakeoiw 
35 Tay povapxyiwy Siadepovcay 
Kat Ta ev OnBavwv mpaypara 
vouiteTe® Trovnpws exeiv erre’t TOUS 
TepwoiKxovs adikovaw avrot* 6 ovder 
Bedrevov Tous cuppayxovs Siockovy 
40 Tes’ 7 exervo. THY PotwrTi*ay yet 
ae’ ta*® deovta mpattrey nv ovv 116 
euor TeicOnte Tavaapevol TOU 
Tavraraciw evn Bovreverfar® poo 
efere™ tov vouy vui"y autos Kat THE 
45 monet Kat diioco“dyce™Te Kat oKe 
Col. 37. wweto@e™ te to trounoay eats)" 
tw" god[ele® tovtm"™ Aeyw de tHv™ 
NMETE"pay Kat NakedalpoviwY ap 
xnv ex [Tlateweov per | lpaypa 
5 Tov e|xjatepay opp|@ jecoay 
apEa: [rT]@v eAAnven [eles Se avu™ 
! qvre ra seems to be a correction 1% Pap.*; Pap, ac 
by Pap.? 16 +o ronoar ect(i] has been added 
* Pap.*: Pap. voucfer. by Pap.* The line is filled up by 
* Pap.?:; Pap. om, e. crosses (x x x). 
* Pap.?(?): Pap. avrov.  Pap.?: Pap. r7. 
"Pap.?: Pap. diowolow. 8 Pap.?: Pap. rod{y?] or rode}. 
' Pap.*: Pap. e. 1 Pap.?: Pap. ravra. 
7 Pap.?; Pap. ayeuo|de. ™ Before tyr something (rw?) has 
* Pap.2: Pap. wavra. been struck ont. Something appears 
* Pap.2: Pap. Bovdevecde. to have been written in the margin, 
 Pap.?: Pap. o. but is illegible. 
Pap, ea: e struck ont. 21 Pap.*: Pap. om. re. 
Pap: Pap. e. = Pap. perhaps ere: av. Pap.* has 


"™ Pap.?; Pap. a. 


M Pap.*: Pap. a. a to 6 and » to avw. 


a—2Z 


written ¢ above and perhaps changed 
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virepf'|An |rov Thy duvap[ vv] eraf[ or | 


wept av[Slpatrodiapov «il ..].... 


gat kat [dula twas avtials*.. Olerta 


10 Aot ev peyiotous mAlovtolus ma 
paraBo[v|res kat yop[av dlneree 
Kat TAELOTHY EexovTe|s Ets] aro 
plav nabeornnacy [me }yapecs 
& ex® peuxpay avTos Kat |dlavAwy 
15  - Teav ef E] apyns virapEav|t lov 
KaL ynv mev ove exor|Tes| ovde 
Aiper[a]s ovde apryup|eca lecias 
de yewpyourTes inh ver love ot 
KOUS isp vew | s- } KEK THY 
20 rai Kaxeltvov pev” adXdot [Te]ves Tas 


axpoTroXe'ts aen® KaTEYOUTL OVTMV 


avTos TAELovav" n TpiexXtAlt|ov" ea 


Teav Kat TEM TacTwYy ava" piOun 


Twv ovtot Se ptxpay duva 


a5 pv exXovTes THY eMavTwY oO 
mas Bovdo"yrat dtotkovet Kat 
mpos tlolutos of pev ohiow av 
TOLS ToAEMOVeLY OVTOL dE pe 

1 Pap.2: Pap. ¢(?).... twice by inadvertence. 

* Pap. arpaca : t inserted by Pap.* 5 Pap.*: Pap. om. wer. 
after first a; pa struck ont. The 5 Pap.*; Pap. om, e. 
hiatus after a seems too large for s @ ’ Pap.*: Pap, om. aes. 
merely. Perhaps we should read ® Pap.?: Pap. wheor. 
aitia[s oc Ojerra|Aa. " Pap.*: Pap. diryiA[iJuw. 

4 Pap.*: Pap. de, om. x.  Pap.?: Pap. x. 

4 There is a space of about three M Pap.*: Pap, api. 
letters between eAAnvww and xex, After 2 Pap.' (?): Pap. om. 
vy are remains of a letter which might ‘8 Pap.*: Pap. w. 


be «, and perhaps xe has been written 


117 


118 
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tatu meXoToyyncwwy Kat 

30 OnBacwv Kav THs yweTEpas 
TOAEWS OLKOUYTES ElpnYnY 
ayoort; dateXovew nv yap 119 
TavTa Kat Ta To'avta dteken 
Te* mpos vas avTovs evpy 

35 aeTe THY pev axodact'y 
Kat =m uBpw Tey Kkaxov 
aiTiay yeyvowernv® tHv Se 
cwdpocurny tov ayalwv 
NY UpELs ETL ev Tw LOL 

40 ov emawelTe® Kat voutle 
Te TOVS TaUTHL’ Ypw@mEevous 
ashareotata® Env*® cat Bertio 
TOUS érpas TOV TOALTOV 
To de” Kotvov nuwy ov 


45 x owaGe Seu Towovto Tapa" 


Col. 38. ocxevatew™ xacror mplolonxet Tas 120 
apetas [ac |xew «at [Tlas KaKt 
as devyler|y modu pladr|rAov Tats 


mwo|AXjeow » Tots LouwTats avnp 


' Pap2: Pap. v. 7 Pap.?: Pap. ravry. 
* Pap, cae rowavra: Pap.” corrected 8 Pap.?: Pap, argahkeorarovs. 
t0 kat ra tavra by writing a r above * Pap.*: Pap. om. (yr. 
%, and then, striking out a 7, wrote W efvjo: has been written after dec, 
T above the line between «aw and through a confusion with the eva in 
ToayT aL, the previous line, which is just above 
*Pap.2: Pap. duefer.. (rar. The « it. 
fe has perhaps been struck gut. 1! ¢ara is written by Pap.* in the 
‘ «a omitted. margin as an alternative reading to 
* Pap.2: Pap. yevouernv. mapa. 
"Pap: Pap. a. 12 Pap: Pap. wapac!|xevatew. 
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ulev] yap aole|8ys' Kae rLo}ynpos tu 
xLov] av placete Tere|v|THSAS 
m[{piv| dovvar Sixny tov nwap 
tl nwlevav at de worle|’s dua thy 
a{@a|vacvav vrrople|vovor Kat 
tlas| twapa Twv av|@|pwmev* 
klac Tlas wapa twv [Gelwv Tim@ 
plias| wv evOu|wolup[evlous ypn 
uly] mpocexew tov |vour] Tous 
ev [tT] trapovte pelv xalprfo 
pevois Tou de ped[Aov|to’s ypo 
ihe pndeutay el srt |wedray 
wotoupevors ponde [Tolis pedrecv 
pev Tov Snuov® [dblacxovew 
oAnv Oe THY ToALY Av" “EVO 
pevols watrep* wa m| po|repov® 
ere45n trapehaPov o|t| Tovovtor 
Thv emt Tou Snuatos Suva 
oTtiav™ ets TocaUTHY avotay 
Tponyayov THY TOW ware 


maQew avTnv ovatrep odvymL 


121 


! aveBys apparently written in by #evy[o.. remain. The letters read as 


Pap.* 


Something may have been 


ap might perhaps be read as ov; and 


washed out, but there are no signs of 
this, 

2 Pap.': Pap. om. o. 

’ Not room in the hiatus for ec; 
but « may have been inserted above. 

4 kat... . avOpwrwv overlined as if 
intended to be struck out. A note by 
Pap." in the margin apparently refer- 
ring to this is too much mutilated to 
make out. The letters ap...[.. | 


some such reading as ov[dauws] | dev- 
yo[vea]is conceivable. «ac in line 11 
will probably also have been overlined. 

° Pap.*: Pap. e. 

5 Pap.*; Pap. wodeuor. 

? Pap.*: Pap. dor. 

* Pap.*: Pap. ws. 

" Pap.*: Pap. ro m[po}repor. 

” Pap.": Pap. om, e. 

" Pap.*: Pap. dévvag| rior, 


30 


35 


40 


43 
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mpotepov upuy Sunynoauny 

a? Kat TavTwVY padtoT ay TLS 122 
Oavpaceaev ore mpoxipivecbe® 

Snpaywyous ofv Tous Thy au 

THY YvoO"UNVY EXOVTES TOLS 

peyadnv THY ToNY TroLnTa 

atv adda Tous opotws’ Kat re 

yovTas Kat TpaTToVTas Tots 

avoXNecaciw auTny Kat TauT eL® 

eldoTes ov ovoy ev Tw TroLnoaL’ 

THv ToAdL® evdatmova 

Tous® ypnaotous TwY 70 

vnpwv dSiadepovtas adda 123 
kat Thv Souoxparvay etret 

fey EXEeLV@Y EV TOANOLS ETE 

ow ovte xewnOeroav ovTe pe 

Tactacav emt Se TouvTwv ev” o 

Auywt ypovar dis Ndn KaTadv 

Oetoav Kat tas duyas Kau Tas 


UTrO TWVY TUPAVYO@Y Kal TAS 


Col. 39. [e]are twv tpraxovta yevoulev]as ov du 


@ Tous suxohaytas KxateA[Golvcas adda 
Ota Tous pmeccouvtas Tous" Tovouvtioul|s Kat pe 


1 Pap.?: Pap. e. margin to raur ec by Pap.”, who has ap- 
? Pap. o: Pap.? has corrected toa parently forgotten that edores begins 


and then written o above, as an alter- the next line. 


native reading. 7 at added, or perhaps altered from 
> Pap.?: Pap. rpoxipires Oat. e, by Pap.? 
4 Pap.?: Pap. a. 8 Pap.?: Pap. woX:reapy. 
* Pap.?: Pap. omoca. 9 Pap.?: Pap. xac rovus. 
§ The first hand has written xa:ro  Pap.*: Pap. om. ev. 


ye; but roc ye is corrected in the 11 Pap.?: Pap. om. rous. 
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ytoTny' em aperne® do€av eyor|tlas ad* opws* 
THALKOUT@Y wy vTrop| VY |nuaToV 


or 


124 


KaTarertp|[welevav ws ed [e|xarepo'v® 


aUT@Y n TOS eTpaTTev ov|T|w yYaLtpo 


ev Tais*® Tw@v pyTopwy Trovnpetats” “as 
a 


ouTot tremroin|x|acw Tov. plev] adXwv 


10 Todt"twy ToAXous ex Twv [7 laTpwwv 


[elavremtmxot| as] tous” 6 ex trevyTov 


[a JAavovous yeryely|nuevous ove aryavaxrou 


fev ovte POovoupev rats [€lumpaye 


ats avtwv alAA| viropevopev Thy perv 
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15 Todw OtaBoras eyovcay ws AvpaLveE 


Tal Kat daTpoXO'YEL TOUS EAANVAS TOU 


Tous 6€ Tas emixapTias Kap Bavor 


Tas Kat Tov pev Snwov ov" dhacww ovTot 


detvy Tov ad\Xwy apyetv yetpov™ mpaTrTrorta 
pov" mp 


20 TwY Tals oAvyapxta'’s SovdevOYTwY 


aus 8 ovdev uTnpyev ayalov TovTovs 


dia” tTHv avovav™ Thy nweTepay 


' Pap.*(?): Pap, om, ». 

* Pap.*(?): Pap. om. «. 

3 Sic, 

4 Pap." has written ovrws in the 
margin here, as an alternative reading 
to ows, 

* Pap.*: Pap. v. 

® Pap.*: Pap. «, 

? Pap.*: Pap. w. 

8 Pap.” has written in the margin 
here ew ay@ojrepor, as an alternative 
reading to e@ [e]earepor. 

" Pap.*: Pap. rs. 

" Pap.?: Pap. worypecas. 

11 The following words, omitted 
here, are written by Pap." at the top 


of the column :—[wo@] opwvres dua Tor 
mokenow kat [Tlapayas, as a reference 
to which av” is written above as in the 
text, xa" being written after [rJapayas. 

This line is probably intended 
as @ paragraph, 

13 Pap. ec: ¢ struck out. 

14 Pap.?: Pap. wrolA\wr, 

15 Pap.*: Pap. rovrovs. 

16 Pap.?: Pap. 6, 

W Pap.*: Pap. om, ov. 

18 Pap.?: Pap. om. xeipor. 

1 , omitted. 

“ Pap.*: Pap. de dea, 

2 Pap.": Pap. dvavour. 
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390 


45 


Col. 40, 


' Pap.?(?): Pap. xarac|ras. 
* rv a correction by Pap.*, perhaps 


Ka, 


ex TaTreLv@y EvdaLmovodTaToOUS ye 
[ylevnmevous Katto. TrepiKANS oO TTpO 
Twv ToLoUT@Y Snmaywyos cord 
gtas' Kat TapahaBwy THv Tod xeLpov 
pev Ppovoveay yn Tplv KaTacyew THY 
apynv ett 8 avextws trod{t|revope 
vnV OUK ETL TOV LOLOY YpnpaTio por 
oppnoevy ada Tov pev otKoy Tov" 
avtov €XaTTW KaTeALTTEY YY Tapa TOU 
matpos mapehaBev eis Se THY aKpo 
TokW avnveyKkey oxTaxtoyerdta* 
Ta\avTa ywpis TwY Lepwy oVTOL de 
TogouToyv exewou Sievnvoyacw wo 

Te ANeyery pev TOALwWaL ws dca THY 
T@VY KOLVM@Y eTipedtav ov dSuvayTat 
TOS LOLOL TpogEyElY Tov vouv ha.veE 
Tat O€ TA wey apeXoUMEVA TOTaU 
THV etknhota THY eTLd0TW oaNY ov 
8 av evEacOar tos Geors mpotepor 
néiwacav to db¢ mANOos usta KN 
SeaGar pacw ovtw S:axerpevor 

WOTE pNdEVa TwY TOALTwWY Node 

ws nv pnde pabuvyws arr oduvppwv 


feoTHV etvat THY TOW OL ev yap Tas 


Tevias Kal Tas evdeas avary 
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126 


127 


128 


4 Pap. oxraxiwyechias: s struck out. 
® There is a mark above ov which 


may be a smooth breathing or possibly 
* Pap.) (2): Pap. a. a circumflex accent. 
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catovrat d[cleEvevar ae Opy 

vew mpo' adals] avrouvs a d¢ To 
wAnGos Twv TporTaypmaTwv 

Kat TOV Ayroupryeeov Kat Ta Ka 
Ta* Trept Tas a|v|upopia’s Kat Tas 
avtioces [a] TowavTas evtroe 

et Av‘tras walt] adyevov Env Tous 
Tas ovovtas Kle|KTnmeEvous 7 

TOUS TUVEYWS TrEVOUMLEVOUS 
Gav*wato Si un duvacbe 129 
TUVLOELY OTL YEvOS OVdEeY EaTLY 
KaxovovaTt|e|pov Tw mAnGet 
Tovnpwv pyTopwy Kat dnua 
yaywv mpos* yap Tots addols Ka 
KOLS Kab TOY KATA THY NmEpaV 
exag Tn’ avayKkaia@'y ovTot 
paddXov BovAovtas omravitew 

n'has OpwWat yap TOUS MeV EK 

T@v Lovwy Svvamevous Ta o 

eTep avTwy sioikeww TNS 

ToXews ovtas Kat Twrv ta Bedtio 
Ta Neyovtwv" rovs 8" aro Twr 130 


diuxacTnpiay CwvTas Kat 


at the end of the line refers to the 


2 Se. ra xaxa ra. The scribe has foot of the column, where xara rv 
forgotten the second «a. nuepav exacryy avay* is restored by the 
* Overlined by Pap.* same hand, av” being written after it. 
4 Pap; Pap. Ao. 5 Pap.*: Pap. a. 

5 Pap.*: Pap. y(?). ” Pap.*: Pap. v, 

® Pap.*; Pap. «as. ” Pap.*: Pap. om. rww. 
7 »pepar exacryy has been corrected " Pap.*: Pap. \eyorras. 
by Pap.? to nmerepar ayopay, but ca™ 2 Pap.?: Pap, om. 
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25 TOV EXKANOLOV KAL TWV 
evtev0ev Anspatravy v 
@ avtou's dca Thy evdstav 7 
va*yKac PEvous eval Kat TOK 
Anv Xap exovTas Tals eLoay 
30 yeAtals Kat Tals ypadats Kat Tats 
adXais cvtodavtiatis rais St av 
Tov yt‘vopevats ev® ovy Tats 3 131 
atropiais ats® Suvactevou 
ou’ pev Tavtas nowot av evdot 
35  €Y @mravTas Tous ToNtTas TE 
xunptov Se peytorov ov yap Tou 
To axoTrovet e& oTOU TpoTroU Tots 
Seopevors Btov extroptovat® ad? o 
mws Tous Soxouvtas” eyeu 
40 Tots amropots" eEtowoovow Tis 132 
ovy amaXXayn yevoiT av Twv Ka 
KOV TWVY TapovTwV SLEeLrE 
yar wev yap” ta” trELTTA Tept au 


TwWY TovTw@Y ovK edeEns ad? ws 


Col. 41. ex[a]orov tw. Kkarpwo™ cuverer 
TTE padXrov 6 av vuly evye 


ylou|ro pvnpovevey ev cup 


1 Pap.?: Pap. ¢. 10 Pap.?: Pap. evdoxouvras. 

7Pap.2: Pap.e. 1 Pap.: Pap.? has written in the 
> Pap.!: Pap. o. margin amopou|uevos as an alternative 
‘ Pap.?: Pap. ec. reading. | 

* Pap.?: Pap. ev. 12 Pap.?: Pap. om. yap. 

* Pap.2: Pap. ev ais. | 13 rq perhaps struck out. 

’ Pap.?: Pap. ow. 14 Pap.!: Pap. xatpw. 

® Pap.2: Pap. ropovet. 15 Pap.!: Pap. ec. 


® Sic. 3 16 Pap.” (?): Pap. ees. 
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10 


r= 
Pa 


1 Pap.?: Pap. 7. 
* Pap.*: Pap. ra[ve 7]. 
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aylayw|vy Ta padtoTa KaTeTret 
youlta mlaAw erravehGew ew av 
Ta [me ]pabecny cot 6 6& wy ap 
en[a|vopPwoapev ta THs To 
Ae[@|s caw Berti Tomnoaiper 
mpl wtToly ev nv! oupBovrous 
mov'mpuela ToLovTOUS Tre 

pt resi] KOLVWY OLOUS TEP av 
meple tTlov Seov nuc'v eva 
BovhyGemper Kat Tavow* 

pel Aa) Snuottxovs per vo 
putovres eval TOUS TUKO 
dhar|t las odvyapytKous® de 
Tou[s] Kadous Kae ayabous" 
Tw[v| avdpev yvortes’ 

ott dlu|oec" ev ovderv etepov® 
ravi eoTiy ev neo av 
exaoTOL” TLMMVTAaL Tav 

TY Bovro"'vra: cabeora 

vat THhv ToNLTELay SevTEpoV 

6 “e, eGehnowpev ypnabat 
oie TULMAKOLS OMOLWS wo 
Tép TOUS girows Kat pn KOOL 


ev avTovouous™ adevwpev epyw Se Tots 


® Pap.?: Pap. @vow. 
9 Pap. ov@es (ev corr. Pap.*) ov- 


133 


154 


+ Pap. ec: ¢ struck out, Gere|por, Pap.* has corrected in the 
4 Pap.?; Pap. a. margin as above. 


5 Pap?: Pap. rodvyapytxous. 
* Something (apparently 7d) has 
been struck out by Pap.? after aya@ous. 


7 Pap.?: Pap. -yecyvorres. 


1 Pap. (?): Pap. exacrov, 
1! Pap, w: corrected as above. 
2 Pap.?: Pap, om. avroromous. 
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oTpaTnyos avTovs o Tt av Bou 


AwvTat Tovew exdidm@pmev 


3 unde! SeotroTiKnws adda ouVpayt 


KOS GUT@Y eTLOTATM@pLEV 


exe|u|vo xatapuabovres ort 


pias pev exacTns TwWY Tro 


Aewy KpPELTTOVS Eo"peY aTra 


35 cwyv 6 nTTOUS TptTov eav 135 


pndey rept TA€tovos Town 


abe "evoeBevay tov" Tapa 


TOLS EAAHTLW EVOOKLLELY 


ToWS ‘yap ovTw SLaKipevots 


40 exovTes’ Kat Tag duvact tas 


Kat Tas nyeuovias® did0aciw 


nv pev® ovy evpervnite Toes etpy 136 


pevois Kat Tpos TovToLs” Umas 


Col. 42. avrouvs mapacyn| .. }!.€ 7rode 


pious pev ovtas [Tlais pede 
Tals Kat Tais Tapalox|evais Expy 


vixous de Tav™ pn[dely rapa 


' Pap.*: Pap. uy. 

. Pap. : Pap. om. ec. 

‘ Pap.2: Pap. om, e. 

‘ Pap2: Pap. romono|de. 

§ The following words, omitted 
here, are added by Pap.? at the foot of 
the column, xa’ being written here, 
and av“ after the inserted words :— 
era ye Tyv es Tous Geovs. Before 
efevav, tow 6 has been written by 
Pap. and struck out by Pap.? 

" Pap.*: Pap. om, rov. 

7 Pap2; Pap. exacrw, 


5 Pap.*: Pap, ras (sic) dvvacriaus 
Ade TALS ye Movuaes. 

¥ Pap.*: Pap. om, wer. Line above 
nv added by Pap.? 

10 Pap.*; Pap. rovro. 

1 There is a space of about two 
letters lost here, and a letter before « 
which seems like @ struck out. The 
reading has perhaps been wapacyyeode, 
the of being altered to r. 

2 Sic: the ris perhaps a correction 
by Pap.? from some other letter, 
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To Ou'Kavov mpatt|et|y ov po 
vov evdatpova [70 |encerat 
TavTyyv THY TodkWw aAXNa Kat 
Tous aAXous eAAn|vlas atrapv 
Tas ovde yap adAn"* Tov 137 
Tokewy TOAWNTEL OVEpLL 

a mept avtovs eEapapta 

vev a[d]X oxvncovew Kat Tor 
Av novxeav efovow oTar 
Sect’ epedpevoveay THY 
Suvauiy THY NmeTEpav Kat 
rhpecuonersavey Tas abu 
Koupevots BonGelely ov pny 
‘AA omorepoy av trot'ncwow 
TO Y¥ nueTepov Kadws ecfer" 

Kat TvUEmEepoyvTwS NV TE yap 135 
Sofne Twv TONEWY TALS TPO 
eyovoais’ ameyerOar Twy ad« 
KNMAT@OY Nets TOUT@Y 

twv ayabwv thy attiay e&o* 
pev nv Te® eriyipwoty act 
Kew eb nas atavres ot” dedz 
OTES KAL KAKMS TraTYoVTES 


catadevEo"vrat xalt| modAas ixe 


1 Pap. dia: a has perhaps been 7 Pap. (?): Pap. mpoclexoucacs. 
struck out, but this is uncertain. Pap." has written in the margin pon|- 

* Pap.*: Pap. om. t. covgas a8 an alternative reading. 

* Pap“: Pap. ovde yap ovd addy. = Pap.*: Pap, w, 


4 Sie. 


® Pap.*: Pap. twes. 


5 Pap.*: Pap. wa, 10 Pap.": Pap. om, os. 
6 Pap.*: Pap. efew. " Corrected from w, 
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30, 


35° 


tecas Kat Senoets [ou loupevo's 

xa SiSovres ov polvolv. thy nye 

povuav adra Kat odf{as] avrous 

wate? ove atropnoopuev®. pel wv... . 139 
KworAvoo‘“ev Tous eLapapTa 

povTas adda troAN[ou|s fo uev 

Tous eTotmas® kat mpoOupws 

cuvaywvelomevous ney | 

Tow yap tods 7’ Tis* avOpwrey . 


oux emiOupnoes peTacyey 


TNs dirAtas Kat TNS TUppaye . 


40 


as TNS NMETEPAS OTAaV. OPW 
al TOUS aUTOUS aumoTEepa Kat 
SuxatoTaTous ovTas Kat ME 


yiotny Suva KEexTNpeE 


vous Kat Tous pev adXdouUS ow 


45 


Col. 43. 


1 Pap.?: 
7 Pap.?: 
3 Pap.?: 


Cv av" BovAropmevous” avtrous de 


pr[Seucals Bon|[Oerjals] Seopevous 

woa[nv Se] xpn.[..]-[. ]* wpocdo oO 140 
kav [emidljocw tla ty]s ToNews 

AnpleoBas tlovaluras] nue ev 

MOU een ssp ei genta wiles Any uvrap 


Pap. a. 11 Pap.?: Pap. om. kau. 
Pap. ws. : 12 xa", written here, refers to the 
Pap. aropnoatpev. foot of the column, where xa duva- 


‘ Corrected from w. | pev[o]us, omitted in the text, is added 


* Pap.2; 
® Pap.?: 
” Pap.?: 
8 Pap.?: 
* Pap.!; 


Pap. w. by Pap.? 

Pap. cferotmws. 13 Received text xp} rpocdoxay ; but 
Pap. om. there is a lacuna here of about five 
Pap. es. letters. 

Pap. ¢. 4 Pap.?: Pap. Aw. 


0 Pap.?: Pap. om. e. 


80 


yovaons? [seeks 


THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 
. |rov es] 


SP WA a c'ae «eae, hme elapun 
cecOa* alracns Tn}'s eddad[os] 
POEL ccadecssdsds po Secale 


10 « ere|vereo@ac® tous] tocovta[y] 


Kat TH[AtKovT lov [aya|Owv acre 


ous ryeylevn |welvJo[us ad]Aa yap ov 


141 


duva[ pac] bia [nv 1 )AcKvay 

atrrar|ta tla AL oy T lepraBewy 
15 a tuyyarl... |... ... Je xaBopav 

TANV OTL... esas e es [Y EV TALS 


TMV GAAL..... 2005+ | KOE pam 
ats wpe ......6 .. |* ev dpor'ncav 


Tas mpoo|T|nvac ths tTwv adrd”® EdArAH 


20 vov ede|v|Pepias xale] cwrnpras® 


adra wn [AlumMewvas avT@yv 


KrnOnvalt] kar weptBXertTovs er a 


petne™ ryevomevovs thy doFav 


THY TwY Tpoyovwr avadaPewv 


' Pap.*: Pap. faons. 

* Received text riék\w; but there is 
a lacuna of ten or eleven letters, 

4 Pap.*: Pap. ewpuyporecbe. 

4 Received text 6¢ judy ardeons tis; 
but there does not seem room for this, 
and before the lacuna is what seems 
like the loop of a. 

5 At the head of the column is 
written (by Pap.*) ras 6 [ov]e ema- 
verecOau With a reference xa", so that 
there appears to have been some con- 
fusion in the text. The ¢ after the 
lacuna in the previous line seems to 


have been struck out, 

* Received text mpwrovs ef; but 
there is a lacuna of about ten letters, 
Perhaps we should read rpw[rovs guas] 
ev. 

7 Pap.*: Pap. ev . ef. 

5 Pap.?: Pap. om. ad\\we. 

® x[a"] in the margin here refers 
to the foot of the column, where the 
following alternative reading is added 
by Pap.*:—oarras wep THs Tw ad\” 
ehAne™ edev® war Twrnpas *y[€wnAnrai, 
av” being written after it. 

Pap“: Pap. om. t. 
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35 


40 


45 
Col, 44. 


Kehadaioly] de TovTw'y exet 

vo ey@ eyery Els O TayTa 

Ta MWpoeipnweva cuvTEver 

Kat Tpos o ypy BAeTrovTas Tas? mpa 
Eeus Tas* 7|]s trodews ovr*doxipa 
few See [ylap nas [ec|rep Bovro 
pela Si[a}Avoac[ as] prev Tas 
d:aBorals als exlouer] ev tax 
mapovtt [....... ] S[e] rev 
Torepaly Tav| par yivo 

pevov x[tTHloacBalc|] de rH 

mode's THY Slariuobay els TOV 
aTavTa yplovjov weconoar’ pev 
aTvracas Tal\s| <a re ap 

Yas Kat Rconateias* ava 
Noyitapevous” ras cuppopas 

Tas €F avTwy yeyernuevas™ 
tnrt@oas be cat pipnoa'ocbat 

Tas ev NaKedaipov Bacide“Las 
EXELVOLS Yap adLKELY EV NT 


Tov efeoTi TOS LOLwTaLS 


TocouTw@ be paxapiot|o|TaTot 


TuyXavovow ovres Tov Bae 


' Pap. o: Pap.' w: Pap? struck uopce: Pap.? as above, 
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ont the letter and rewrote it above the * Pap.*: Pap. ras duvacreas. 

line, * Pap.": Pap. Aeyifomerous. 
* Pap.?: Pap. om. ras. 1 Pap“: Pap. rars cvppopars ras 
' Pap.?: Pap. om. s. —yeyenueas. The « of the second 
‘Pap2: Pap. om. ovr. Tus has not been struck out. 
* Pap.2; Pap. ar[o]. 1 Pap.?: Pap. e. 
° Pap.2: Pap. om. e, 12 Pap.*; Pap. om. e. 
'Pap. apparently pone: Pap.! 18 Pap: Pap. sd. 
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Tas Tupavyidas Kat Tas Toh Ls 


[clareyovrmy® o7w ot ev Tous ToL 


5 OUTOVS ATOKTELVAVTES Tas 


peyiotas Swmpeas Tapa Tey 


guyTroALTevopev@v AKawBa 


vouow vuimep exetvav de ot pn* TOr 


H@vres ev Tats Lay aes ayo 


10 OvnoKew atijpoTtepot ‘yttvoy 


Tat Tov Tas Takews NeTrov 


TwY Kat Tas acmioas aTroBa 


NovTwy akioy ovy operyerBar 
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THS TOLAUTYHS NyEeworias eve 


5 oTw® b€ Kat Tos mplalywacu 


neov® ruyew nlalpa tev 


EAAQVeOY THs Tilwe|ns TaUTNS 


UIT Ep exélyot Tapa Toy ToXt 


Tov eyovow nv vT|ol|AaBwou 


20 Thy Suvausy THY 7 WeTEpay 


pon SovAtas adANa owTnpLas 


avTow auTiay eoeoGat ToAXKoP 
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b€ KaL KaXwY evorvT@y XO 


yov wept THv vTroGecw TavTHY 


1 Pap.?: Pap. om. ec. 

2 Pap. exorrwy: Kxarexolyr]wy is 
written in the margin after line 3 by 
Pap.?, as a correction, and the same 
hand has written [«]ar before line 4. 
A line drawn by the same hand under 
kat and over wer in line 4 may be in- 
tended to call attention to the differ- 
ence of reading or to delete perv. 

* Pap.*: Pap. om. o: 7. 


4 Pap, ec: ¢ struck out. 

5 Pap!: Pap. eveo|ru. 

§ Pap.) (?): Pap. ywew. 

’ Such is probably the reading. 
v has been written by the first hand 
and corrected, but owing to a hole in 
the papyrus it is impossible to say 
with certainty what the letter above 
it 18. 
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Ewor pev apdotepa cupPou 
Never! wravoacbat NeyovTt 

Kat TO £NKOS TOU NOYyOoU Kat TO 
™ANGos TwV EeTOY TOV ELoV 
tows d¢€ vewrepors Kat par 

Nov axpalovat 7* eyw tra 
patvw Kat TapaKedevo* par 
TOLAUTA KaL NEYELY Kab TIPAT 
Tew Kat ypadeiw e€ wy Tas pé 
yloTas TWVY TONEWY KAaL Tas et 
Otopevas tais addXas KaKa 
TapexXel mpoTpevrovow em a 
petny kat Stxacoovrny ws 

ev TALS TNS EANAOOS eVTTpA 
ylats ovupBaive. Kat Ta TwV 
piocopwv mpayyuata tro® 


Au BerTevw yt’verOar 


Iaoxparous mept TNS 
ELpnvns 
In the middle of the blank space after this column 
are the words :— 
[t]ooxpartous 


Mept eipnvns 


1 Pap.2(?): Pap. cuuBovdrevew. 6 rodtrevo|uevwy is written by Pap.? 
* Perhaps a correction by Pap.? in the margin here, as an alternative 
* A correction by Pap.? reading to didocopwy. 
‘ Pap.?; Pap. w. 7 Pap.?: Pap. yee. 


* Pap.?: Pap. om. e. 


H. L BELL. 
6—2 


SOME EMENDATIONS OF PROPERTIUS. 


1. 2. 25. 
non ego nunc wereor ne sim tibi uilior istis ? 
Perhaps mereor: ‘Do I not deserve to stand higher in your 
regard than they?’ The words non ego nunc...uereor occur 
also at 1. 6. 1 and 1.19.1; and this fact, together with the 
rarity of the construction mereor ne, perhaps produced the 
corruption. 
1. 4, 13-14. 
ingenuus color et multis decus artibus et quae 
gaudia sub tacita dicere ueste lubet. 
For sub tacita I would write subtracta, cf. 2. 1. 18 
seu nuda erepto mecum luctatur amictu... 


1. 5. 6. 
et bibere e tota toxica Thessalia. 


‘To drink poisons out of all Thessaly’ is a strange inversion 
for ‘to drink Thessaly out of all its poisons, which is the 
sense required, and: which would be clearly and adequately 
expressed by 


et bibere epota toxica Thessalia 


—which is what I believe Propertius wrote. 


1. 12. 15-16. 


felix qui potuit praesenti flere puellae, 
nonnihil aspersis gaudet Amor lacrimis. 


Perhaps nonnihil abstersis etc. ie. quas praesens puella 
absterget. 
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Cf. Tibullus i. 9. 37-38. 


quin etiam flebas: at non ego fallere doctus 
tergebam umentes credulus usque genas. 


2. 2. 3-4. 


cur haec in terris facies humana moratur? 
Iuppiter ignoro pristina furta tua, 

ignoro means nothing: and the ignosco of n is merely a 
clumsy guess which gives a sense but not the sense required. 
‘Why is this beautiful form (= Cynthia) allowed to remain on 
earth? Jupiter I condone your old amours.’ Could anything 
be more inconsequent? For ignoro I would suggest ignart 
(i.e. ignari erant). We thus get the required connection ‘ Why 
is Cynthia allowed to remain on earth and not taken to 
heaven? Your old amours, Jupiter, were committed in ig- 
norance: i.e, you did not know Cynthia.’ 


2. 3. 15, 


nee si qua Arabio lucet bombyce puella, 


Perhaps nec si quando Arabo etc. The error arose from the 
similarity of qua and qn (the contraction for quando) followed 
by the initial a of Arabo. | 


2.5, 4. 


*. et nobis Aquilo Cynthia uentus erit. 


uentus may very well be acorruption of wersus due to Aquilo. 
The whole point of the poem is that Propertius is going to 
hold Cynthia up to execration in verse: cf. 1. 27 ‘scribam 
igitur...’ and |. 30 ‘hic tibi pallori Cynthia uersus erit.’ 


3. 2, d—4. 


Orphea detinuisse feras et concita dicunt 
flamina Threicia sustinuisse lyra. 


Pethaps (retaining detinwisse in |. 3) Threiciae succinwisse 





Me 
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3. 4. 5-6. 
sera sed Ausoniis ueniet prouincia uirgis 
assuescent Latio Partha tropaea Ioui. 
For sera sed Heinsius proposed Seres et (with uwenient), which 
is inappropriate since Propertius is still speaking of the Par- 
thians, I would suggest Arsacidae Ausoniis (the corruption 
perhaps came through Saracidausontis). Sera sed is no doubt 
tolerable: but it is harsh, and we want some such antithesis 
as is supplied by Arsacidae Ausoniis to correspond with the 
antithesis Latio Partha in |. 6. 


3. 10. 22, 
et crocino nares murreus ungat onyx. 


‘unguenti odore afficiat,’ says Paley of wngat. But can the 
word possibly convey this sense? Is it not simpler to suppose 
that Propertius wrote 

et crocino nares murrea pungat onyx ? 


3. 13. 25. 
felix agrestum quondam pacata iuuentus, 
‘pacata suspectum,’ says Postgate, and truly. Perhaps pagana: 
‘Happy the youth of the country districts when once they 


lived in villages,’ before the country was, as we should say, 
Londonised. 


3. 13. 35-36. 
atque hinuli pellis totos operibat amantes 
altaque natiuo creuerat herba toro, 
Most edd. accept in |. 35 Scaliger’s hinnulei for atque hinuli 
but (1) this leaves atqgue unaccounted for and (2) it leaves totos 
without point. Both these difficulties disappear if we write 
satque hinnt. In 1. 36 I would write aptaque for altaque. 


3. 13. 39. 
corniger atque del uacuam pastoris in aulam 
dux aries saturas ipse reduxit oues, 
dei = Apollinis, say the commentators. But in the name of 
common sense what is Apollo doing dans cette galére? Pro- 
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pertius is speaking of the happiness of shepherds in the golden 
age, and unless what he says is to be meaningless he must be 
speaking of human shepherds: and since they are shepherds 
of the golden age they will probably be Arcadian shepherds, 
and we shall have to write 
corniger Arcadii ete. 

3. 20, 13. 

nox mihi prima uenit: primae date tempora noctis 
data codd. dett. But surely a simpler correction is, assuming 
a dittography, to write da. 

4. 1, 33. 

quippe suburbanae parua minus urbe Bouillae. 

The position of minus makes it almost impossible to take it 
with suwburbanae. This difficulty will cease to exist if for 
parua we write paruo and translate ‘Suburban Bovillae was 
a thing little smaller than Rome itself’...exactly the sense 
demanded and suiting admirably with the line that follows— 


et, qui nunc nulli, maxima turba Gabi. 
4, 1. 46-47. 


uexit et ipsa sul Caesaris arma Venus, 
arma resurgentis portans uictricia T'roiae. 


For arma in |, 47 I would suggest sucra (cf. Virg. Aen. ii. 293 

sacra suosque tibi commendat Troia penates), 
aud the correction gains support from the line following 

felix terra tuos cepit lule deos, 
Thus 45-46 give the martial, 47-48 the religious aspect of the 
foundation of Rome. 
4.1, 49. 
tremulae cortina sibyllae, 


Perhaps uetulae. 


4.1. 53-54, 
Ilia tellus * 
uiuet et huic cineri Iuppiter arma dabit. 





88 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


dare arma cinert is a very odd piece of Latin. I suspect 
huic genert Jupiter arua dabit, recalling Virg. Aen. iii, 184 sqq. 
‘haec generi portendere debita nostro 
et saepe Hesperiam, saepe Itala signa uocare.’ 
Much of this first poem of the fourth book recalls well-known 
passages of Virgil. 


4. 3. 9-10. 
hibernique Getae pictoque Britannia curru 
ustus et Eoa discolor Indus aqua. 
Perhaps 
hibernique Getae pictoque Brigantia curru 
pastus et Koa decolor Indus aqua. 
Brigantia = Rhaetia. For pastus cf. Virg. Aen. vil. 685-686 
where the river Amasenus is said to feed (pascere) the dwellers 
by it. 


4, 3. 51. 
nam mihi quo Poenis te purpura fulgeat ostris. 
So N. But (1) te is clearly corrupt, though it is likely to be 
nearer the true reading than the tebi of other Mss, (2) ostris 
is a very suspicious plural of which lexicons furnish no other 
examples. I would write 


nam mihi quo Poeni face purpura fulgeat ostri? 


‘To what end should I wear purple robes glittering with the 
brilhance of Tyrian dyes?’ I imagine Poeni face to have 
passed into Poenis te owing (1) to the confusion of f and s, 
(2) to the confusion of @ and Lombardic t'=@, (3) the acci- 
dental loss of c before e. The scribe had before him Poenifame 
which he read as Poent/ae. 
4, 4, 19-20. 
uldit harenosis Tatium proludere campis 
pictaque per flauas arma leuare inbas, 


1 That N was derived from a have noticed a number of errors in it, 
Lombardic original is a suggestion of besides the example which he cites, 
Prof. Phillimore’s (Praef. i.): and I which all point in the same direction. 
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Heinsius aera, Palmer’s frena in |. 20 testify to the difficulty 
editors have felt about this line. (1) picta...flauas give a 
false antithesis. (2) of the two translations possible: (a) ‘raise 
his painted shield through the yellow hair of his comrades’ 
and (b) ‘raise his painted shield through the yellow mane of 
his horse,’ either gives a quite absurd picture. I would suggest 
that for per flauas...tubas we should read perflatis...tubis. 
Tatius was practising military exercises (proludere 19). 


4. 4, 82. 
pacta ligat, pactis ipsa futura comes. 
It is impossible to get any sense out of comes. I would 
propose to replace it by uwades. Comes may have arisen out 
of some absurd confusion between uades and uadens (from 


uadere). 


H. W. GARROD. 


ELISION IN HENDECASYLLABLES. 


I DESIRE in this note to call attention to certain rules of 
Hendecasyllabic verse which have apparently hitherto been 
neither formulated nor recognised, The composition of hende- 
casyllabic verse is a favourite exercise with modern scholars, 
but unless I am greatly mistaken there is scarcely a single one 
of their essays in this metre which does not constantly and 
flagrantly offend against certain metrical canons to which 
Martial and his contemporaries paid an invariable respect. 
For example, in a book in some ways admirable, Messrs 
Thackeray and Stone's Florilegium Latinum (vol. u.), there are 
several copies of hendecasyllables; but not one, I will venture 
to say, which does not violate at least once a law which Martial 
and Statius never violate, not one which does not repeatedly 
employ a,licence to which all the hendecasyllables of Martial 
and Statius can barely furnish half a dozen parallels. Nor 
have I ever seen a copy of modern hendecasyllables which does 
not contain several examples of a liberty of which the combined 
works of Martial and Statius furnish in all perhaps not more 
than forty examples. If a hexameter writer should introduce 
an example of hiatus into every fifth line of his verses those 
verses would wait long before they found a place in any 
Florilegium Latinum! Yet at every fifth line of a modern 
copy of hendecasyllables one may light upon a licence which 
is about as rare, proportionally, in the works of Martial and 
Statius as is hiatus in Virgil; and at every tenth line upon 


a 


/ 
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a licence to which neither Martial nor Statius furnishes any 


parallel at all. 

That these facts should have escaped the observation of 
scholars is a matter for surprise. It has always, of course, 
been recognised that, in comparison with Martial and Statius, 
Catullus, in his hendecasyllables, is as Pliny calls him (H. N.i.1) 
‘duriusculus,’ and this ‘slight roughness’ is particularly ap- 
parent in the use which he makes of elision. ‘Musas colimus 
seueriores, says Martial (9. 12. 17): and nowhere does the 
severity, or strictness, of Martial’s Muse more shew itself than 
in his employment of elision. A careful analysis of his hende- 
casyllabic poems reveals the presence of certain very definite 
rules with regard to elision to which both he and Statius 
strictly adhere. It is to these that I desire to call attention. 

Catullus admits elision of all kinds in all places. There 
are few of his lines which do not furnish at least one example 
of it, and many furnish more. Particularly noticeable is the 
constant elision of monosyllables. Elision is admitted in any 
part of the verse, and is as common in the more serious as in 
the grosser poems. Long, mediate and short vowels are elided 
indifferently: nor does the character of the words which 
‘collide’ (i.e. the fact of their being trivial, or in common use 
in conversation as e.g. bene, atque, etc.) seem to make much 
difference. In Catullus it may be said that elision is for most 
lines the rule. In Martial it is not the rule but the exception. 
The far greater number of Martial’s hendecasyllabic poems are 
altogether free from instances of elision. I believe that in all 
there will not be found much above forty examples of it. 
And eyen in these we may detect the observance of certain 
laws which I will try briefly to formulate :— 

1, The elision of a long syllable is altogether avoided. 


2. A mediate syllable is almost never elided. Clear 


1 For example: on page 245 of 
Florilegium Latinum (vol. ii) there is 
an ingenious, and as far as Latinity 
goes admirable, copy of hendeca- 
syllables by a well known composer. 
Yet ll. 9 and 12 both violate a rule 





rigidly and always observed by Martial 
and Statius; Il. 2 and 3 employ a 
licence of which there are perhaps 
not more than three examples in 
Martial, and only two (possibly one) 
in Statius. 
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examples of such elision are 2, 55. 1, uolebam amare and 
12. 36. 3, interdum aureolos—neither of them from serious 
or highly finished poems. In 2. 68. 2 we have regem et 
dominum, and in 5, 44, 9 we have cognitum et relictum, but 
the extreme rarity of this species of elision suggests that we 
should in both cases omit et. So too in 10. 104. 12 I would 
read nostrum moneas for nostrum admoneas, It seems to me 
not credible that while Martial elsewhere almost entirely 
eschews eliding -um he should here have gone out of his way 
to write admoneas where moneas would have served his turn. 
The somewhat sharper syllable -am he certainly elides only in 
2. 55. 1, [In 1. 54, 6 tantum inspice: 7. 94. 14 centum 
occurrere, see below. | 

In 9, 88. 4 we have liberum esse. I doubt if this can be 
regarded as a genuine instance of elision. I imagine that esse 
is here treated as est is elsewhere: the e disappears in pro- 
nunciation. I need hardly say that Martial never avoids 
placing a vowel (e.g. Issa est, fatendum est) before est and es. 
In 10. 9. 5, 12. 8. 10 sum, possum are lost in the following 
vowels: and here no doubt Martial is taking a liberty with the 
verb ‘to be’ which he would not take in the case of any other 
word, 

3. Even, short vowels are elided very sparingly, and on 
fairly clear principles: which are these :— 

Hither (1) the word elided must be an enclitic: as e.g. -que 
is eleven times elided [I include here (us)que (once), (at)que 
(once)], -ne once, -ve once, 

or (2) the word which causes the elision (i.e. follows the 
elided syllable) must be a word in constant conversational use : 
as, e.g., he four times’ allows elision before et : once before aut 
(11. 18. 16): thrice before ut (1. 99. 3: 4. 48. 9: 12. 53. 6): 
once before in (1. 10. 4): once before ait (6. 82. 4): once before 
inquit (6. 82. 9): once before hic (2. 70. 5), twice before atque 
(5. 20. 12: 7. 94. 6): once before adhuce (4. 91. 3), 

or else (3) the word of which the last syllable suffers 
elision must itself be a word of such a character as constantly 


1 T exclude here the elision of que before et which comes under the 11 cases 
given in (1). 
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to recur in the language of everyday life, e.g, bene, three times 
(3. 12. 3: 6. 55.5: 10. 35, 10): tibi, once (2, 48. 8): sibi, once 
(5, 24, 8): ita, once (7. 76. 3): nisi, twice (2, 70.2: 6, 90. 1). 
Perhaps under the same head should come 9. 63. 2, et nocte 
utitur et die. 

These examples of, the elision of a short syllable amount to 
just above thirty mall. We are only human and our eyes are 
apt to deceive us. But to the best of my knowledge the lists 
I have given, except for five examples which I shall notice 
below, exhaust all the instances of elision in hendecasyllables 
which are to be found in Martial. The five remaining cases 
(which do not lend themselves to classification) are— 

2. 44.10. grande ingenium. 

3. 35. 2. adde aquam (an aspice des aquam ?). 

§. 72.3. Fabulle in horto. I might class this with (8) 2; 
but I prefer to see in it an intentional echo of Catullus, 
xill. 2, Fabulle apud me. 

6. 78.1. lumine uno (an lumen unum 2). 

In 2. 6. 6 we have rapta exscribere. Here we have a verb 
compounded with e#- and the elision may come under 3 (2): 
and this may be the explanation also of 1. 54. 6: 7. 95.14: 
10. 104. 12 (above). 

The elisions of Statius are easily dealt with :— 

1. Like Martial he never elides a long vowel. 

2. He twice only (perhaps only once) elides a mediate 
syllable (2. 7. 83: 4. 3. 139: in the latter passage I would 
prefer dux hominum, parens deorum—omitting et). 

3. He very occasionally elides a short syllable: 

1. He thrice elides -que (2. 7. 36: 2. 7. 83: 4. 9. 23). 

2. He once elides before et (4. 3. 79: [I have already 
noticed 4, 3. 139]): once before ego (4. 3. 76). 

5. He elides, once in each case, the last syllable of ecce 
(1. 6. 28), ante (2. 7. 74), ergo (4. 3, 107). 

It is worth noticing that all these last three instances of 
élision occur at the end of the first foot of the verse: and 
Imay add that Statius never allows elision in the fourth and 
fifth feet. Martial thrice elides in the fourth foot (twice a 
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mediate syllable): nor can I find that he particularly affects 
or avoids elision in one foot more than in another. 

Some apparent instances of elision, whether in Martial or 
in Statius, would, I fancy, disappear by a very slight alteration 
of the text: it is highly probable that some of them are due 
to ignorance (on the part of ‘redactors’) of the rules which 
I have formulated. But, in any case, what I have said should 
have made it clear how sparingly both these authors employ 
elision, and how incorrect are all modern attempts to imitate 
their hendecasyllables. The hendecasyllables of our best com- 
posers stand in much the same relation to the hendecasyllables 
of Martial as Greek Iambic verses which constantly violate 
‘Porson’s Canon’ stand to the verses of Sophocles or Euripides. 


H. W. GARROD. 





THE ALPHABET OF BEN SIRA., 


ECCLESIASTICUS, or the ‘ Wisdom of Ben Sira, ends or ended 
with an acrostic alphabetic poem on Wisdom, hereinafter called 
the ‘Alphabet of Ben Sira.’ According to Edersheim in the 
Sheaker’s Commentary, “ Bickell endeavours to prove that it 
was an alphabetic psalm.” Bickell’s discovery, as I should say, 
that it was alphabetic was published in the Zeitschrift fiir 
Kath. Theol. of 1882. Versions only of Ecclesiasticus were then 
extant; but these, when the question had once been raised, 
seemed to point clearly enough to an alphabetic acrostic as the 
lost original Hebrew of chap. li. 13—29. 

As the result of discoveries made in and after 1896 we 
have now a Hebrew text of the greater part of the book, 
including the acrostic, which (with other fragments) was first 
published in the Cambridge Wisdom of Ben Sira (1899). In 
that volume, of which I was joint-editor, I gave Bickell’s re- 
construction of the acrostic with some alternative suggestions ; 
the above-mentioned Hebrew tex® being corrupt, dislocated 
and defective, and. so like the Syriac that some regard it 
48 a retranslation from that version. Subsequent attempts 
to spell out the ‘ Alphabet’ will be noticed below. Ver. 19¢ 
Gr, I now think, is the key to the solution. 

Tn the following Greek text the usual numbering is retained 
for convenience of reference, although it makes the four verses 
15,19, 20, 26 correspond to four plus five lines of the acrostic, 
The same numbers are used for the Hebrew and the Syriac, to 
shew how they correspond in detail with one another and with 
the Greek, 


—— 
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Soo1a LEIPAX LI. 13—29 from The Old Testament in Gree. 
according to the Septuagint, ed. H. B. Swete D.D. (ii. 7531 
Camb. 1896), with the letters of Ben Sira’s Alphabet assigne: 
conjecturally to their places in relation to the Greek. 


N 13 €TL WY vewTEpos piv 4 mrAavnOfvai pe, 
é%ijirnca copiay mpopavas ev mpocevyy pov' 
5 14 €vaytse vaod nkiovv mepi avdTis, 
Kal éws eoyatov extntnow avTny. 
3 «153 €E dvOovs ws Twepxatovans otadvdrrs 
evdpavOn 7) Kapdia wou év avtn 
4 éméBn o Tovs pou ev evOuTnTt, 
€x veoTnTos jou iyvevoy avTny. 
m 16 €xAcva oAd’yor TO ods pou Kal édeEapnp, 
Kai TOAANY eUpoy euavT@ TaLoeiav: 
1 17 WpoKotrn eyéveTo poe ev avrn: 
7® SidovTe pot codiav dacw do€av. 
t 18 dcevonOnv yap Tod toujoas adTny, © 
4 ate A , 3 ’ ? a . 
kai etnwoa TO ayabov, Kai ov wn aicyuvda. 
n 19 dtapepaytcras 7 Wuyn mou év avn, 
kal év troujoes Atpod SinxptBacdpnr: 
+ ' 4 r a ef 
D Tds yeipas mou éEeréraca mpos tos, 
* * * * * # # 
’ ¥ * + * * * * 
s | 4 a , « 3 i 
Kal Ta ayvonpata avTis erévOnaa: 
> 2TH Wuynv pou KatevOuva eis avTny, 
+ * * * # + * 
b Kapolay exTHOdpnY,meT aUTaY aT’ apyijs, 
kal ev KaSapicu@ evpoy avTny" 
Sia Toro ov pn eyeaTtarepld. 
D 21 Kal 7) Konia pou étapayOn extntjcar avtyy 
dia ToUTO exTnoauny ayaboy KTihma. 
3) 22 €dmKxev Kiptos yA@ooay pot pucOdy pou, 
Kal év avTh aivéow avror. 
a fd 4, fa a f 
D 23 Eyyioate mpos wé, atraidevTou, 
s fa 2 v f 
Kat avricOnTte ev oikw Tatdeias. 
Lid fF cad F a i 
y 2gaal Ore voTepeicGar AEyeTE Ev ToOUTOLS, 
Kai ai uyai vu@v dupaoct adpodpa, 
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b w3vol~ta TO oTOMa pov Kal éXdAnoa 
KryncacOe avtois dvev apyupiou: 

¥ 26 Toy Tpaynrov vuadv broBeTe Ure Cuyor, 
kal eridveEacOw 7 uyn bpav tradeiay: 

> « éyryus doriy evpety avTny. 


#* # # 


1 17i8ere ev opOarpois tuav Sts orAtyov éxotriaca, 


# # #* * * 


A 2 9 a A > +f 
Kat EUpoV EpauT@ TrOAANnY avaTravotv. 


Y Bperaoyxete tratdelay ev ToAAD apiOu@ apryupion, 


A A A , J 9 a 
Kat TroXNvy Xpuoov xtnoacle €v Q@uUT?)° 


n a evppavbeln 7 ~uyn bpav ev To edéet avTov 


\ 9 , b > 4 > A 
Kal pn atoyuvOeinre ev aivéoes avrod. 


97 


The initial words of the acrostic are here supposed to have 


been : 
noes 
py 21 
In} 2 
Mp 23 
TY 34 
‘By 25 
DIAWWIyY 26 
nanD 26 
| 27 
wow 28 


nowy) 29 


Journal of Philology. 


"IN 13 
mnwpy 14 
ndpy 15 
IN 15 
MDs 16 
mbyiny 17 
nopy 18 
Dwr 19 
‘nny 19 
“9 19 


‘M2159 20 


VOL. XXX. 
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The Cairo Genizah Text of EccLEsIAsTicus LI. 13—29 
shewing the letters of Ben Sira’s Alphabet which remain. 


: MNwps) 7D 'NyEM 14 TT WI UR 13 
:¢nqpd ASN Ny» IN 49 AD ANON 15 
MYT NNYD maIN 16 yma mbpn Ssane 13 
Pan pas sipbnd yard > mn aby 17 
!YRYON 1D JoMs wd DON? ‘nawN 18 

: TDD NN xb 125) 20 72 WED APY 19 

.o ON ND Dy? My2dy MIN INN WEI 20 
72 pvaN1 ins md) my Anna ‘9 19 


j2 Naya nndnno nb WV3p ab MANSD MND.) 29 


390 PP ANP PD WayI na rand sins wn yp 21 
STAN wo) mina raw 1 9 yy 22 
swe maa 1) oan Sy wp 23 


SAVIN IND ANDY DIVE DYN) YN JD ION ND TY 24 


:p2 Xba moon oad y3p Aa NII INAND by 25 


; DOW) RYN NLD IWIN AYA DIMNIY? 26 
M& NY WEI [MN mepan> xn nar 26 
: TINNY) 7 NW MTT JOP %3 ODIYI IN 27 

$92 .9pN Int ADD snysa “Dd wopy pray 28 


Semawa wan dy ‘Nw WHI Mowp 29 
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Bark SiRA Li. 13—29 from De Lagarde’s Libri Apocryphi 
Veteris Testamenti Syriace. 

Meur>0 a> tusk exo 4 A, (sic) SA 13 
Mislos hw stall, 0 . sim herons ANS disda i; 
Malas hun ca 16 oie Fan) a5 mhod« hdco 13 

w<tunoh Mie psisnlo iim) \ com aia 1 

NAT AS Wosare <\o a=x<\=/\ haste 18 

w= waa <\ S020 om pss hossh< 19 

Mambo <\ pols lado .pih= px: hace 20 

as tishooe ml biwi<o ash dwhs u2a< 1y 

Me hues > =) has <a lo otuse dd <hasaso 20 
Monn <\ <im 

mtd am =n .ma=> anam)\ <tah were pine isp 21 

Mewes sthodcomo IAS pzll wim —am 2 

wtialas bus aothaso <a shal ale 2; 

Xm <amh Laszaso .o > Lotewh shod mm yy 
.wauh 

TERN acre scons W\sso <jenen hohe 

wéhorim Tarr: Amiho mis als Lariogo 26 

M yA mess —>dunao AY Ksn El um Karin 26 

Museeo das hiss om fasin Mim -Lasadt= ow 2 
Noo 

“5 laied mma <otmo ofan) an sla arse 28 

atwoame ts ohms No shashs . ansas <ash 29 


i—2 


= 
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These three texts of the acrostic will be referred to by the 
letters Gi, 19, S. They are discussed below in three sections : 
the first (A) an attempted reconstruction of the original from 
GF and 3H; the next (B) a study of JB in relation to; and 
the third (C) a general conclusion. 


A. 

Shortly after the first publication of {4 in the above- 
mentioned Cambridge edition by Dr 8. Schechter and the 
present writer (abbrev. Camb. B.S.) the acrostic was discussed 
by P. Nivard Schlégl in vol. 53 of the Z.D.M.K. (1899), under 
the name Das Alphabet des Siraciden; and again by Bickell, in 
vol, 13 of the Vienna Oriental Journal (1899), art. Der hebriiische 


Sirachtext eine Riickiibersetzung. Schlogl’s reconstruction of 
ll. 5—9 of the ‘ Alphabet’ is as follows: 


: Ay Mey ADM yo mdan snddans 
Tn pnw sobyd siazd % mn mbyy 
PVNYON YD nN Nd) DDN ‘NawN NNT 
:mpp Jams xb 3p) 72 (wD) APM 
tims Ad ornys maby MINN OWI ONT 


Bickell in the V.O.J. (or W. Z. K.M.), with hemistichs as 
in Pss, xxv., xxxiv. for m and 4, and 3! for initial word of the 
1 line, gives the following four lines for the same five letters. 


pip Sony 37) IN HDD NOS 
2D nN word mby xb min app 

: mwas xd) DD NPN AAS ‘Tay? ‘NIwh 
snow mntapy Sx 95) ADIN wp) AYIA 


On the acrostic see also Prof. Israel Lévi’s L’Ecclésiastique, 
a commentary completed in 1901; the Heb, Text of Ecclus. 
with a commentary by Dr Norbert Peters (1902); and Strack’s 
Die Spriiche Jesus’ des Sohnes Sirachs, the Heb, Text with 
short critical notes (1903). 


VV 
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In an attempt to reconstruct the original Hebrew the first 
step is to decipher the text as we have it. For the most part 
the script is plain and legible, but it presents difficulties here 
and there. In Camb. B.S.,as was pointed out in the Preface, 
I used Dr Schechter’s transcript and (exc. fol. B5) had not 
looked at the MS. I have now examined the facsimile (Oxf, & 
Camb. 1901) and the MS. of 3. 

The Greek text is on the whole better than 78. It is 
more nearly complete, and in the form @& seemingly quite free 
from dislocations; but we must not assume it to be better 
than it is. Along with @f we have to take account of the 
variants, as Fritzsche has done in his Zabri Apocr. V.T'. Graece 
(1871). On the MSS. to be consulted see Edersheim on 
Ecclus, in the ‘Speaker’s Commentary’ (Jntr. p. 24f., 1888). 

The Old Latin gives important help in a few places. 
“All the variants from four MSS. are given by Sabatier” 
(ib. p. 29). 

Opinions differ about the dialect in which Ben Sira wrote, 
but I do not doubt that his language was Biblical Hebrew 
(Comb. B.S. p. vit). As a rule I accordingly regard neo- 
Heb. readings as late variants; but some correct forms and 
uses which we know as rabbinic may be classical. 

Bickell, Schligl and others have formed theories about the 
metre in which they suppose Ben Sira to have written. ‘Too 
much may be made of such theories; but I assume as a 
Working hypothesis that his hemistichs consisted of seven or 
tight syllables each, with an option in the reckoning of Shvas 
and the conjunction 4, 

1 being corrupt and in great disorder, the reconstructor is 
driven to make free use of conjecture. General reasoning 
ust be used, and the recognised sources of error allowed for. 
th the case of Ecclus., as I have written elsewhere (Journ. of 
Th, Studies, i. 583), I take it that oral teaching is responsible 
fora number of misreadings. Thus, for example, synonymous 
Substitutions are accounted for. 

Note lastly that Biblical reminiscences of a scribe or 
tatechist may be sources of error, See Sir. xxxii. 3 dow yoym 
(Gr, é» dxpiBet ériotrpn), where marg. nad is a pseudo- 
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correction of 5:y, and yy¥n} a corruption of prsna, suggested 
by Mic. vi. 8 nab yoy. 


VERSE 13. 


Putting together the two clauses numbered 13 above (p. 98) 
and in Strack’s text, we get for the s line according to 9B, 


sania aban SSane) NYT WI IN 


He was very young and he prayed a prayer for Wisdom, 
ef. Jas. 1. 5, 


mravnjvat| The A.V. renders the verse “When I was 
yet young, or ever | went abroad (marg. went astray), I desired 
wisdom openly in my prayer.” The R.V. has ‘sought’ for 
‘desired’ and omits the marginal rendering, which does not 
give a right sequence. The writer would rather have said that 
he went astray before he sought wisdom, cf. Ps, cxix. 67 
Before I was afflicted I went astray. Nevertheless ‘ went 
astray’ may be right as a rendering, the fault being in the 
Greek. By ‘went abroad’ the writer is thought to allude 
to his travels'(xxxiv. 11); but would he have mentioned as 
a thing remarkable that he prayed for wisdom even before 
he had wandered in foreign lands? ‘“ Yet to wander may 
mean no more than to leave the nest” (Edersheim), or say, 
to go ‘abroad out of the house’ (Ex. xii. 46). This makes 
sense, but @f scarcely suggests it. If wAavnOjvac is wrong, 
what was the Hebrew which it misrepresents ? 

A Prologue to Ecclus. tells us that “This Jesus did 
imitate Solomon.” What more natural then than that he 
should have alluded to Solomon’s dream in 1 Kings iti. 5—15; 
2 Chron. 1. 7—12? In 1 Kings iii. 7 Solomon says ys ‘33) 
yi xd yop, and I am but a little child: I know not how to go 
out or come in. In the acrostic read nyw xb, I knew not, 
comparing for the construction without an accusative Ps. lxxiii. 
22 yas x51, so foolish was I and ignorant”; Job viii. 9 yao why, 
“for we are but of yesterday and know nothing.” From *ny 
easily comes ‘n'y5 by transposition, and then snyn, J went astray. 
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étjtyca| Read Sxwsx or yndxw, comparing 2 Chron. i. 11 
wm, but hast asked wisdom and knowledge for thyself; Ps. xl. 
T raw xb, ode etnryjoas. With ayy for Gi ére we have then 
for the sense, J was yet a child and ignorant, and I sought 
wisdom in prayer; and for the line itself, 


:(or *N—) mSana moan Sees ny Nd ys HY ON 
Or read msn ‘nde vdpnay. | 


In either case the necessary words fill up the line and leave 
no room for the inappropriate wpodavas, en public (Lévi), cf. 
Matt. vi. 5 (Mk xii. 40) drrws hdavaow xré. 


VERSE 14, 


mnwp2}| His next step being to begin to seek her, trans- 
pose mynwpa and make it the initial word of the 2 line. 

évaytt vaov (al. Xaod)| Smend conjectures éy veornri pou 
for €vavre vaovd (Peters), which Ryssel cancels as an interpola- 
tion occasioned by the preceding é€v mpocevyy pov (Lévi), cf. Ps. 
v.7 LT will worship toward thy holy temple. Or évayts vaod (or 
\aod) may have come from a reminiscence of 1 Kings viii. 22 
(2 Chron. vi. 12), where Solomon stands “before the altar of 
the Lord in the presence of all the congregation of Israel.” 
What is wanted is a phrase to contrast with €ws éoydtar, unto 
the last. For vaod first read 52m, temple, and then strike out 
the yod. Thus we get 92m 19>, évavts Tod mavrés. He sought 
her before everything, and was resolved to search for her éws 
toxaTwy. Conversely, from bsnm would come $>.7, vaod, and 
thence Aaod, with mpodavds (ver. 13) as a misplaced variant 
for évayTt aod. 

ma ensam] This anticipates @i evppavOn (ver. 15). Actual 
delight in Wisdom presupposes acquaintance. We may there- 
fore take ‘nypn to be out of place, and a corruption of something 
more or less like it. One word Amos in Greek and English 
stands for two Hebrew names ending in 0 and y respectively. 
For yan substitute wan, which would well express his diligent 
search for Wisdom, cf. 1 Sam. xxiii, 19—23 ims ‘nem, 
“Doth not David hide himself ?...Z will search him out through- 
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out all the thousands of Judah.” For the 2 line I accordingly 
suggest, 
:mavens nine yy = bon ed money 


VERSE 15. 

Bickell’s retranslation from the Greek 1s, 

smbyrab moe = Sena asp> ndng 

e& avOovs] In Camb. B. 8., p. Lxxx., I wrote, “ Bickell’s 
suggestion for the gimel is convincing. Starting from the 
Latin Hiflormt tanquam praecow uva, laetatum est cor meum 
im ea as a rendering of the Greek, he gives for the latter, 
‘vielleicht é&jv@ncev ws wepxafovca otadpvaAy, and for this 
in Hebrew 3 mbp:.” By this I meant that the 3 line must 
have begun with some part of the verb 5n3, not necessarily 
mbox. See in Sir. xiv. 18 Heb. marg. 5m3, and the same with 
noiy as a correction in the text. In Prov, xxxi. |. 3 of the 
acrostic begins wnbp3 (ver. 12). 

The R.V. of the verse is, “‘From her Hower as from the 
ripening grape my heart delighted in her,” as if Wisdom had 
not “been created before all things” (i. 4). For é€& av@ous 
I conjectured €€ayfodca as a simpler emendation than é&njv- 
@ncev, and found authority for it in Holmes and Parsons’ note, 
‘RE avOous] eEavOovons 23. eEav@oven 253. eFavOovoa 254.” 
Emending @f so as to read, 

eEavOoica ws wepxalovea otadpvAy 

evppavOn 7 Kapdia pou év avry, 
and comparing Isa. xviii. 5 593 7933, I think that 1. 3 of the 
acrostic may have been something like, 


ta mow saad) ay D3 G3 ondDs 
In the Latin as quoted above Hflorwit might have the 


following cor for its subject. Or drop the ¢ before tanquam 
and read, 


Efflorut tanquam praecow wa, 
laetatum est cor meum in ea. 


2. Doubtless the 7 line began $x aan, and probably it 
ended prnipn, cf. Prov. xxi. 30; Sir. xiv. 22. 
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anpxa] With GF év ed@uryr: cf. Sir. vii. 6 yorna, év 
evOirnti cov. If this be right, Ben Sira used a form ovpy»n pl. 
for Bibl. ovon sing,, and might have written non. or ANMNI 
in the acrostic. But in vii. 6 we should perhaps read ypy9n3 
sing., and in li. 15, 

: MPN myn mpvons 37 AI 

This implies év eV@irnT. aris, cf. Herm. Vis. iii. 5. 3 dre 
eropevOnaay ev TH evOUTHTL TOU Kupiov. Note the combination 
noxai ovons in Josh. xxiv. 14; Jud. ix. 16, 19. 

ots] Of the ejaculation ‘O Lord’ there is no trace in @. 
Possibly both this and 74 mnpxa and sn1w> are due to a 
reminiscence of Ps, xxv, 5, 


SAD WRN MO ANN DIOP) AROND IF 


moan} The word Wisdom is out of place here; but it is a 
true survival from the original Hebrew, in which it belonged 
to the & line. 


VERSE 16, 


Gi éxAwa shews that 1. 5 began ‘npn (Bickell). Inserting 
5 for Gh ézavTe we then get at once for the greater part of the 


tm oneyp mao ee OI DYD INDE 


After »1®, my ear, there is room for two syllables in place of 
Gi xai édefaynv, which I take to represent some corruption in 
the Hebrew. 

np>] Kai édefaunv points clearly to the verb npb; but 
there is also a noun np>, doctrina, scientia, sapientia, found in 
one of the books which Ben Sira most imitates (Prov. i., iv., vii., 
ix., xvi.) and in the Cairene text of Sir. xxxii. 14 (cf. in Prol. 
tai. xai cod.). The halves of the n line probably affirmed, the 
one the writer's receptivity only—he inclined his ear to in- 
struction; and the other the outcome of it. Read therefore, 


paytS nyyp nao npd> um oyna oD 
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* Verse 17. 


The » line coming next before and the ¢ line, as I think, 
next after, the line corresponding to wpoxom) xré must be 
the ) line of the acrostic, although } and «ai or 6€ are missing 
in ® and Gi respectively. 

mpoxov S¢] With 9H nby, her yoke, compare 3H mbys 
wan (ver. 26), and Sir. vi. 30 Her yoke is an ornament of gold, 
a reminiscence of which may have occasioned the insertion of 
mby in this verse. In place of it we seem to want a word 
meaning mpoxomw7 which could easily be corrupted into pby. 
For mbyon, a word which satisfies these conditions, see Sir, xxx. 
23, “for sorrow hath killed many, and there is no profit 
therein”; xli. 14, “wisdom that is hid, and a treasure that is 
not seen, what projit is in them both ?” 

Put pdyin, profit or progress, for mpoxory. For éyévero we 
must then have jn fem.; 7)235 becomes impossible ; and the 
clause ends naturally with na for Gr év avr7. As a synonym 
for 19 nn, my teacher or teachers, Cr suggests mam. Replace 
the Mishnic pxta by the Biblical mtyn, and we get, 


mn ins wand na > nnn abyiny 


@i dofav may be for mn misread 747, but cf. JH Wad in the 
first hemistich. Or read 1ym jnx ‘s2N0?, comparing Sir. xlvii. 
8 myn yn. 

With Gi wpoxom7 and éfjAwoa (ver. 18), remembering that 
Jewish exegetes identify Wisdom with Torah, compare’ St 
Paul's saying in Gal. 1. 14, “And J profited in the Jews’ 
religion..., being...zealous of the traditions of my fathers.” In 
Ps, xlv. 5 see S. rpéxorre for nox. 


VERSE 158. 


W® rendered literally is “I purposed to do well, and would 
not turn back for I would find it”; and @i écevonAny «ré, “ For 
I purposed to practise (A.V, do after) her, and I was zealous 
for that which is good, and shall not be shamed.” The line is 
a hard one to restore completely, but doubtless its initial word 
was ‘nontr, which a catechist would quite naturally alter into 
‘navn. For the less familiar snppr see, 
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Prov, xxxi. 16 mont, “She considereth a field, and buyeth it.” 
This verse is the } line of the Syn nex ‘ Alphabet.’ 

Zech. viii. 15 awnd snnnr, “So again have I thought in 
these days to do well unto Jerusalem and to the house of 
Judah”; LXX. here dcavevonuat tod cada s rotjoat, and in 
ver. 14 devon Onv for snonr. 

To harmonise @ with JH awn) read rod ed roujoar. Two 
lines below. stands pynx (ver. 20) where it is not wanted. 
Taking a suggestion from this read nymns and ynpnr, J pur- 
posed to do well after her, i.e. to be diligent in following her. 

W® penx cannot be right both here and just below (ver. 20). 
If the former 75nx is a corruption of 7|nX by assimilation to 
the latter, the t line may have ended any xd), cal ov pa 
aisyvv0@. The word pn is used, “Plerumque de pudore e 
spe et fiducia irritis.” The votary of Wisdom is resolved to 
persevere and not be disappointed in his quest. With ‘snsop 
210d for Ci éfj\woa 16 dyabov the whole line would be, 


prem edi aid omep amas and snony 


VERSE 19. 


1. 9H 73 wp: ape'n, my soul clave to her, is presumably 
right as far as it goes, and @f diapepaytorar, A.V. and R.V. my 
foul hath wrestled, may have come from npwn read as mpwy, 
of, poy, rid, in Gen. xxvi. 20, Joseph. "Eo Kos... ayn av TL 
avto pyoece. %£) makes the first half of the line too short, but 
Gi dcapepaytorat (al. -nrac) connotes emphasis, which would be 
expressed in Hebrew by duplication. Read therefore Apwn pwn 
na ‘263. 

For the rest of the line see @, which gives xai ép 
momoer Auod SinxpiBacapny. A variant pov accounts for 
the impossible Awwod of “The best MSS.” (Camb. B. S. 
p. LXXXV.), but is itself a false reading for avrfs (Gi ver, 18 
Tov qounoas avTyy). The Latin et in faciendo eam may be 
retranslated An ayai, cf. Sir. vi. 19 %3 aAntaya 3, Thus the 
hemistich would give the fit sense, “And I was punctual an 
her service.’ But what was the Hebrew for dinxptBacduny ? 
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yx] For parts of this verb see, 

Mic. vi. 8 nad yoym, which should be compared with Eph. 
v. 15 was axpiBas (al. dxp. r&s) wepirateite. 

Sir. xvi. 25 »yt minx poynay, Gr. «al év axpiBela atrayyero 
eTLa THD. 

Sir, xxxi. 22 poy mn pen doa. 

Sir. xxxii. 3 daw yoym, Gr. év daxpiBet erriotr pn. 

Sir. xlii, 8 1 $5 1955 oy wend. 


Writing ‘nyzyn for Gh dinxpsBacaynv, we have for the 
n line, 
Snyoyn Anaya. 72 WE) APYN Pwr 
#8 |. 6 should end with a blank, 13 ‘25) there belonging to 
another line and verse. . 


2. The » line has been found the cru# of the acrostic, 
@i ras xetpas xré and JH 3 ™ having been assumed to be 
variants, cf. Bickell and Lévi’s ‘nwa 1. But tas yetpas pou 
may represent ‘»3, which goes better than 1 with a word 
meaning éferéraca. For ‘p> so used see, 

1 Kings viii. 38 p> war, and spread forth his hands toward 
this house. 54 miwnp wari, Solomon...with his hands spread 
up to heaven, 

Sir. xlviii. 20 mvs vox wren, éxmerdcavres Tas yeipas 
aUT@Y Tpos avTov. 

Ben Sira spreads out his palms p19, @ apos ivros. The 
word wanted for ‘spread out’ here is supplied by Isa, xlviii. 13, 
“et dextra mea expandit (ANBY) caclum.” This makes the first 
half of the » line, 

.DIW? "DD ‘NNBLY 
There is nothing to shew how it ended, but the general sense 
is obvious: he makes his appeal to heaven as the home and 
source of the Wisdom which he seeks. 


3. With a conjectural ending instead of {8 73, which 
makes its latter hemistich too short, I propose to read the 


’ line, 
SAIN. DIN MR Py | AY AnD 


— 


| 
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His appeal is crowned with success: his hand opens her 
gates, and he looks for her and beholds her heavenly brightness ; 
se Ex, xxiy. 10 700? DOWN DY), R.V. “and as it were the 
very heaven for clearness”; Sir. xliii. 1 marg. rand oy oxy 
1. Possibly ampy, her gates, is a variant for mninbv, cf. Prov. 
vill, 35, 

‘O8] When I saw the MS. I read tnx, for minx apocopated, 
comparing Job xxiii. 9 mY 8%, but J cannot behold him, ef. 
Sect, C (p. 125). Strack gives the same reading and reference. 

mana] @& «ai ra adyvonpata adris érévOnca, Lat. et in- 
sipientiam ejus lui, is derivable from m7nH3 HAN. The A.V. 
and the R.V. read, “And bewailed my ignorances of her.” 
(1) For éwrév@noa restore érevonoa, with Holmes and Parsons’ 
MSS. 23, 55, 106, 248, 253, 254. (2) Suppose mma to 
have been rendered tiv dyveiav avdths, cf. Jas. iii. 17 the 
wadom that is from above is first ayvn. From arneian would 
have come arnoian, and thence dyvorjuara as a catechist’s 
synonym, and (?) avocay, insipientiam, in one way or other. 

The reading nanwa here has been objected to on the ground 
that it belongs to another line of the poem (ver. 20); but it is 
alter the manner of Ben Sira to play upon like words as 17», 
brightness, and 77D, purity. With parts of his acrostic com- 
pare from the ‘ Wisdom of Solomon,’ 

vil. 25 She is...a clear effluence of the glory of the Almighty ; 
Therefore can nothing defiled find entranee into her, 
26 For she is an effulgence from everlasting light. 
29 For she is fairer than the sun, 
And above all the constellations of the stars : 
Being compared with light, she is found to be before it. 
viii, 2 Her I loved and sought out from my youth, 
And I sought to take her for my bride. 





VERSE 20. 
lL, Retranslating @i xcarev@vva «ré Bickell reads wp) »n22> 
Adding ‘)3 25) from 7 |. 6 we get for the 5 line, 
tmp janx xd on mse wes ona 


He sets his soul toward her, and cannot turn away his face 
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from her. Compare in the Faerie Queene (iii, 8. 22, 24), on 
Florimell and the Fisher, 


22 But when he saw that blazing beauties beame, 

Which with rare light his bote did beautifye, 

He marveiled more, and thought he yet did dreame, 
24 But his deceiptfull eyes did never lin 

To looke on her faire face and marke her snowy skin. 


bx xb] On the decipherment of the end of J 1. 7 see 
below (p. 120). Comparing, with Strack, Job xxiii. 11 08 &>1, 
where bx is for nox from my}, we may read, 


: mp ox xd ony mys) 


This and 43 35) make a doublet, the latter being, as I have 
assumed, the true ending of the 3 line. The former minus 
nny; would be a good enough hemistich, but is doubtless only 
a variant. When '}> 125) had taken the place of the lost latter 
half of the n line, another ending was wanted for the > line. 


2. Some Greek MSS., agreeing with 79, have «ai & 
ckabapiopo xré before xapdiay xré, but I suppose Gr to have 
the right order. 

‘nap 2] 3B 1. 9 rendered literally is, “And in pureness 
I found her; and heart I gat to her from her beginning: 
therefore....” It has been taken for granted that the initial 
word of the 5 line was 25, but I would now read it 125, my 
heart. After it comes $4 snp, and in $ 1. 10 psp Ayn3p, which 
cannot both be right, cf. $# ll. 5,6 qpnx. Rejecting snp as 
corrupt, transpose and read ‘N'P}, giving the sense, “J cleansed 
my heart for her from....” At the end of the hemistich there 
is now room for a Hebrew word of one syllable, which should 
satisfy the two conditions of being appropriate and easily 
corruptible into J anbnn, her beginning. 

yw] “The fear of the Lord, that is wisdom; and to depart 
from evil is understanding” (Job xxviii. 28). The missing 
monosyllable is yx. For wisdom he cleanses his heart from 
evil, and so he finds her. From y would come ‘vw, and then 
nv”, (Deut. xi. 12) or the like, Gf apyfjs. Hence as a synonym 
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nnn, and then 9 nnbnn, her beginning, suggested by Prov. ix. 
10 the beginning of wisdom. For the whole line I read, 


tmmeyp mines oy md emp va 


He finds her év caGapsopo, i.e. as a result of his self-purifica- 
tion, The ‘pure in heart’ shall see Wisdom. Philo exhorts 
his readers to come to their studies with purified minds, freeing 
themselves from worldly things, which hide the truth (J. Q. R. 
xvii. 81). 


VERSE 21. 


For wr, Gi érapayOn, read yon with cheth (Schechter), 
Both hemistichs are too long. For the former, regarding 
Ma pan> as due to assimilation, viz. to {8 ver. 19 Aa yam, 
read with nd at the end, m5 -wn> yn ‘yp. His inward parts 
glowed like an oven for her, cf. Hos. vii. 6, 7, “For they have 
nade ready their heart like an oven...They are all hot like an 
wen.” Taking another illustration from the Faerie Queene 
(ii, 7, 16) compare, on Florimell and the Witches Sonne, 

Closely the wicked flame his bowels brent, 
And shortly grew into outrageous fire. 

To reduce the latter hemistich to a right length we might 
tad y3 Sy for 3H j> yaya (cf. 3H |. 9), but I think that an 
asseverative j2% (Gen. xxviii. 16; Ex. ii. 14) is more appropriate. 
Read therefore, 

21D pp MNP JIN m5 "on3 3M “pH 
Her‘ blazing beauties beame’ sets him on fire for her: verily 
it her he had become possessed of a good possession, cf. Prov. 
W.7 mp qa2p S221, “ Wisdom is the principal thing; therefore 
get wisdom: and with all thy getting get understanding.” 


VERSE 22, 


According to 7 the Lord gave him sminay -sw, reward of 
my lips, Gr yA@ooray por picOdv pov. ‘Fruit’ and ‘reward’ 

ing sometimes identical (Ps. cxxvii. 3; Prov. xi. 18; Eccl. iv, 
¥) I venture to read for the 3 line, 


mamas onda mnay mp '> my yy 
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The Lord has awarded him fruit of his lips, that is eloquence, 
and with his tongue he will render acknowledgment to Him. 
Compare Heb. xiii. 15 (Hos. xiv. 2), “Through him then let us 
offer up a sacrifice of praise to God continually, that is, the 
fruit of lips which make confession to his name.” It is 
suggested that he wrote 7>w, meaning that the ‘request of 
his lips’ had been granted. On the other hand 13 after jn3 
may have been brought in from ver. 30 oo7>v yn1 (p. 115). 


VERSE 23. 


Bickell’s yp restores the initial p. To lengthen the first 
hemistich read ob>pn with n vocative, and in the other read 
1'2n as a possible alternative to JB 5. Thus the line becomes, 


rv maa aSinn ovdson ‘ox MD 


Gi év oixw maidetas suggests "Dion n'32, and ‘wD n'a may 
be thought questionable, as being too like the neo-Heb. ma 
wvipn; but the word exp is Biblical: it occurs in 2 Chron. 
xiii. 22, xxiv. 27. With yo cf. Jael’s mp, Turn m, my lord, 
turn in to me (Jud. iv. 18); Prov. ix. 4, 16, “ Whoso is simple, 
let him turn in (ps) hither.” 


VERSE 24. 


As a step toward the emendation of the first hemistich, 
which consists of eight plus two syllables, replace yout iby by 
nbs. For nbx jo we might read nbxo. If all that remained of 
the clause had been yonn ‘np sy, how could it have been best 
completed by conjecture ? 

The pb line has been illustrated and was perhaps suggested 
by Prov. ix. 4f. In ver. 5 Wisdom says, “Come, eat of my 
bread, and drink of the wine which I have mingled.” Ben Sira 
says of her (xv. 3), “ With bread of understanding shall she 
feed him, And give him water of wisdom to drink.” For 
the y line these parallels point to the sense, “How long shall 
ye lack bread, and your soul be very thirsty?” Read therefore, 


7 AN AWS AROY OD0’H7) ond 1pnn ‘np ty 
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From on, bread, easily comes ond, to them, and out of that 
might possibly have come @f év rovrow. But with a trans- 
position we get nop, and thence ndxn, and finally 7 ydyx1 yoy qn. 
After ‘lack ’ comes quite naturally ‘ bread,’ or ‘ bread and water.’ 
Compare the Biblical phrases 0n> 79m, ond Dh; and Ezek. iv. 
17 pyar ond yon» yynd. 
VERSE 25. 
For the 5 line read with W, 
:ADD Nba npsn ad wp AR Ma nnnD 'b 
Or with @y omit m3, and read mya tw (Dan. x. 16). 
VERSE 26. 


1, Writing ¥ for ¥), and omitting a * to shorten the first 
hemistich, we get, 


: DWE) NWN AND) wan mbya oswiy 
2. For the p line $8 has, 
SFINN NYO WD) [NIN mypan> xin nap 


The A.V. marg. ‘Deut. 30. 14’ indicates the source of Ben 
Sirv's painp. i, presumably through homoeoteleuton, reduces 
the verse to eyyus eat evpety avTny. 


VERSE 27. 

% begins with a hemistich of eight plus two syllables, but 
there is a satisfactory way of reducing it to eight. For ‘nn yup 
tead *M96P, comparing Gen. xxxii. 10, “J am not worthy of the 
least of all the mercies,’ marg. I am less than all. In the 
second hemistich 7H snmp must be altered to syndy, or perhaps 
‘nay, for which Lévi compares Sir. vi. 19. With the former 
teading the 7 line becomes, 

sayneyp) naonboy) = smayp Dd ODA 4 
Peters 45 snbmy jp 3, dass ich als Knabe (schon) mich miihte, 
nd grosse Ruhe fand. Possibly the Greek was once something 
(dete ev ObOarpois vua@v OTL Oréiyo[s wy 
exoriaca Kai evpov [avrnr]. 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxx. 8 


a 
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‘Little’ as he was he gave his soul (vii. 20, 1 ver. 26) and 
found her, At an earlier stage he was encouraged by much 
‘knowledge’ as the reward of a little application (ver. 16), but 
in ver. 27 he says that dAtyos dv ebpev avrip. 

Lévi makes ma (or ntay) ndpy pyo the original ending of 
ver. 27 a, and continues, “Le premier hémistiche étant ainsi 
grossi, le verbe a été rejeté a l'hémistiche suivant; mais il faut 
le replacer en a.” In the Greek, with éxoriaca wrongly in- 
cluded in the first hemistich, ver. 16 and vi. 19—28 would have 
suggested a way of filling up the second. 


VERSE 28. 


Begin with wow; read pann with 7 vocative; omit ‘nny 
as a duplicate of ‘nym yop '3; and write 12 for {9 12. Thus the 
w line becomes, 

$92 ypn ann ypsy = sd OVIIn Wow 

He calls upon the ‘great ones,’ his seniors, to hearken to his 
teaching, promising that they shall profit thereby. With yo 
as in the Bible the sense would be, “ Hear, O ye great ones, 
that are my disciples,” cf. Isa. liv. 13 10, taught (R.V. marg. 
disciples) of the Lord. @& masdeiay gives 19> a sense which 
might be objected to as rabbinic. But is it, so to say, more 
rabbinic than wobn, disciple? See 1 Chron. xxv. 8 5y135 jops 
qbn oy pan. Or read orn for "9b. 

It has been suggested that ‘in my youth’ here may be a 
corruption of »ny3, my reproof (Job xxvi. 11). Gi suggests 
for the order of Heb. 3 9D3) p’a3n “Hd wow. Taking away 
‘silver’ from the second hemistich, it compensates by repeating 
‘much’ from the first. Much money being made up of many 
coins €v 7oAA@ aptOue@ is merely a paraphrase for éy 7oAX@, cf. 
Isa. ii. 7 éverAnoOn...apyupiov...cal ov« Av apiOwos Trav 
Oncavpéy avTav. 

VERSE 29. 

W® and the versions differ about the n line. With mw, 
sessio, for the more complete neo-Heb. form paw, the line 
would be, 

Syn yw wan xd) ‘NIw3 WE Nowy 


ve 
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See 2 Sam. xix. 33 inawa, while he lay at Mahanaim. A 
natural sense of sessio is a consessus, eg. of scholars, The 
writer, addressing the ‘great ones’ whom he is now, as he 
thinks, qualified to teach, may have continued, 

My soul shall rejoice in my scholars; 

And ye shall not be ashamed of my lay. 
Right or wrong as a reading this makes good sense, cf. Phil. iv. 
| my brethren...my joy and crown, Dr Schechter reads ‘naw, 
inmy old age, comparing Ps. Ixxi, 17 f.; Sir. vi. 18, xxv. 3. 

Gh ev Th €det avTod...€v aivéces avtov] For Heb. 13 ynynena 
(Schechter), which Lévi adopts and illustrates. Keeping 
‘mwa at the end of the line, we might also read *nyw"3 wp) Nown, 
with ‘ny in the sense ‘my salvation’ which is from Him who 
has made me wise (ver. 17), or which is God Himself. See Ex. 
w. 2; Ps. lxii. 2, 3. In the MS. ‘naa is written as 
if for *nywa, the 2,* being run together so as to make a sort 
of y. 


VERSE 30. 


After the n line, which concludes the ‘ Alphabet,’ comes, 
sinya os7Dy odd yn kM) PITA Wy OD wyD 
sam wd ww naw pdiyd 103 
The second clause would be long enough without o9, and the 
third would bear the addition of ty). ‘The line ‘13 4172 is not 
represented in @f. 


B. 


za) and $ are strangely alike in their defects, dislocations, 
and other corruptions. If they agreed word for word through- 
out, so that either might be a literal rendering of the other, a 
Way to set about proving that the one was a translation and 
the other its archetype would be to shew that the corruptions 
of the latter, so far as they can be accounted for, are of internal 
origin. In the present case the retranslationists explain S 
|. 3a asa corruption from the original Syriac, and they infer, 

g—2 
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without having much else to rely upon, that 3 is a retransla- 
tion from %. Their argument is only in part good even so far 
as it goes; and a close scrutiny of # and §& brings out further 
evidence bearing upon the retranslation theory, every detail of 
which must be fairly considered by itself before the balance 
can be rightly struck. Walton’s Polyglot, quoted below as 
W., contains a Syriac text of Ecclus. accompanied by a Latin 
translation. 


VERSE 13. 


1. Read <\\, << (W.), J @ youth, sub. was, B® snn. 
It may be remarked that this with the addition of <s\, <\ 
tuam might account for &S \\, <\< and also give the 
sense *m'yn xd qy) 8 assumed (p. 102) to explain @. But the 
reading of W. by itself is to be preferred. 

2. & 1. 8a will be discussed under ver. 16. 


VERSE 14. 


Here {agrees with %, except that m= as pointed is 
masculine. It may be doubted whether 9 snyam is a corrup- 
tion from within (p, 103), but in all probability ~»nwpa, HElouw 
mept avtns (Gk ver. 13 aodiay), is a survival from the true 
beginning of the 1 line. S gives no hint of the proper subject 
of the poem, which in W. connects thus with what precedes, 
“Propterea gratias agam, laudabo, benedicam nomini ejus 
sancto. Adhue juvenis oblectatus sum eo, et quaesivi eum.” 


VERSE 15. 

1. The 3 line is wholly missing in $ and %, unless |. 1) 
contains a trace of what @f renders evdpdvbn év avr7. How 
came |. 3 to be lost? Perhaps because, owing to a trans- 
position as in 7H |. 2a, the 7 line was mistaken for the 3 line. 
This is curiously illustrated by the statement that the 3 line is 
preserved in #, made in Camb. B. S. p. 67 and corrected by 
the revised numbering at the end of p. 68. | 

2. & ll. 2, 8 both end <41ska, doctrinam (W.). The 
retranslatiou theory makes 9 moan and nyt renderings of this 
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one word; but moon is doubtless a survival from the original 
Hebrew, and so perhaps is nyt. 7 »ntw> noon looks like an 
oral paraphrase of pm pn, lyvevoy avryv, with a reminiscence 
of the & line (@f codiav). Possibly an abbreviation ‘n was a 
contributory cause of the corruption in 7. 


VERSE 16. 


Assuming the correctness of @i éxdtva odiyov TO ovs pou, 
Bickell before the discovery of 7 allowed himself what he 
calls a quite evident emendation of the absurd reading in $, 
‘und ich betete sein Gebet als ich klein war.’ Gesenius s. r. 
wy gives the senses, (1) declinavit, inclinavit,‘in Targ. saepe 
pro mys spec. inclinavit awrem,’ (2) Pa. oravit, Dan. vi. 11 xdym, 
Bara vi. 10 poyny. Syr. <i, ap. Payne Smith having the 
same senses, hud, Exdtva, may have been misinterpreted 
‘I prayed’ and then supplemented by mta\ g, precem eus, 
a prayer for it, <as\as, or to Him. Thus far Bickell’s 
émendation is a good one, but it ‘does not end so well as it 
begins’ (Camb. B. S. p. LXXXVL). 

a. Passing over @f «ai edeEaunv he renders ver. 16a, 

SN HYOD "Ny 


But instead of Syr. Ax, rd ods pov, he reads S4A<, 7d ods, 
in order to account for 4*<, J, as a misreading of it. 
His pyps with haf is for S 0%. 35, a phrase wrongly taken 
0 mean dAéyov, whereas, with or without “41 (ver. 28), it 
Would mean here ‘ewm parvulus essem,’ 35 being Syr. for dre. 
lévi endorses the assumption that & nyt 15 means ‘en réalité 
wi peu, and the conjecture that ‘sox de la fin est une altération 
de xo, Voreille.’ 

b. Bickell and Léyi overlook or omit to mention the fact 
that a completely different Syriac root —>%, }25, rkn, may have 
been used to render smn, éxduva. It is actually used in earlier 
chapters of Ecclus., thus, 


iv. § 4, incline thine ear to the pour. 
Vi, 33 e244, and if thow wilt incline thine ear 


While this is not decisive against the use of <\ g inchinanit, 





118 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


in the acrostic it casts some doubt upon it, and Bickell’s 
consequential changes are questionable or wrong. 

An alternative hypothesis is that 3 |. 3a is ver. 136 out of 
place, and that $ und ich betete das Gebet um sie, i.e. 
(Peters), is from 7 with ‘um sie’ added. 


VERSE 17. 


From its position in @i next after &c\wa «ré ver. 17 should 
represent the } line, although all trace of that initial has 
disappeared. From mdyn or n>yrn in the original Hebrew would 
have come @i mpoxomy as a good rendering; 7M nbdy, her yoke, 
by clerical error; and thence S @148, Jugum ejus (W.). 

Lévi, having already decided that 9 is a retranslation, 
begins on 9 ver. 17, “Semblable &8,; ce peut étre la bonne 
legon.” Then, supposing @ mapoxory a mistranslation and 
thinking of the suggestion ty335 % mby mt made in Camb. B. S. 
p. LXXXIL, he concludes, “C'est ce qu’avait supposé M. Bickell, 
qui approuve cette lecture (aby, ‘alah], dans l’intérét de la cause 
qu'il défend: en supposant que le verbe mby était précédé de 
nt, cela, on obtient ainsi l’acrostiche voulu. Malheureusement 
il manque en G., comme en §., la moindre trace de ce mot. 
Nous ne saurions, quant &@ nous, nous prononcer au sujet de 
Uacrostiche: peut-étre le } n’était-il pas representé.” 

Bickell’s first rendering (Z. K.T.; Camb. B. 8.) of ver. 17a 
was, 

wyws> oS ann ner 


and his second, in the V. O. J., 
Moy % mn ar 


Peters reads, 
by o> mn sar 


But I think that this is not the + line, 


VERSE 18. 


1. Bickell, Lévi and Peters take $9 1. 5 to be the n line 
and ‘nawn its true initial word, Bickell and Lévi nevertheless 
regarding it as a retranslation from $ hazvh<. The two 
words being such that either might be a rendering of the other, 
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independent data must be thrown in to turn the scale. For 
my own part I see no reason to doubt that the line began 
‘non. This being a somewhat rare word, the commonplace 
‘navn may very well have been substituted for it, and thence 
by translation would have come its equivalent in S. 

2. Lévi's note on ver. 186 is, “G, et je ne serai pas honteuw. 
f! a done lu wyax au lieu de ax (Schechter). pn en S. est 
la traduction de ce mot: c’est ce terme que copie le traducteur 
juif” On the other hand it may be contended, (1) that GF «ai 
ov wy aiayuvOe represents 75nx xd) (Schlégl), with which the 
line first ended ; (2) that 9 janx is a corruption of penx, with 
assimilation to the same word in ver, 20, and Wcaare a 
translation from W®. 


VERSE 19. 


1 SL 6a wm ps hooahed, W. Abhuaesit (sic) anima 
mea alli, is all that remains of the n line, As a rendering of 
® npwn, S hooate< is obvious and natural, whereas to a 
tetranslator into Hebrew it would have suggested mpaq from 
the same root, ef. Gen. ii, 24 invx2 pr, and not the less 
familiar 7pwn. To begin the n line the author himself may 
have written mpwn (pwr), with allusion to Gen. xxxiv. 8 and 
Isa, xxviii. 17. 

2, The whole of the p line is missing in JM and &. 


3. S18 wd daavheo] W. ‘Manus mea ostium ejus 
aperut. Perlustravi eam et intellexi illam.’ Some decipher 
#8, which is not clear, in the light of S From 4, circumivit, 
comes ‘hue et wlluc wit ad explorandum,’ but tnx (pp. 109, 125) 
from nym is more appropriate. Stumbling at the apocopated 
mx Syr. turns it into 7tnx from “tn, 4as, 


4, & hishowa for WH oa, Gr. cal erevdnea (p. 109). 


VERSE 20. 


1 S11 7a prrs boas, lit. dedi animam meam post 
¢um| Bickell rightly in Z. K. T. (1882) mx snans, by re- 
translation from the Greek. Hence by simple corruptions 
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3 anne nn, and then & by literal translation. S&S |. 66 
probably belongs to the 5 line. 

2. 31.76 smas\<, in Heb. letters nyyor] W. ‘et in 
seculum seculorum non obliviscar illius.” Levi [majoo ABS wb, 
with the note, “ La fin de l’hémistiche est difficile 4 déchiffrer ; 
on peut lire avec M. Cowley: at wx Nb, ‘je ne Ja chasserai pas.’ 
En tout cas, H.=8.” For more on the MS. reading, of which 
little but yx remains, see Sect. C (p. 127), 


3. S19 AX &un «sol W. ‘Ht cor possedi mihi ab 
initio: Propterea non dimittam illam’ (Syr. masc.). €& €«Tn- | 
cdunv pet avtor (al. avris). Lévi on 38, “Méme disposition 
des hémistiches en S.... Lire *, d@ moi, an lieu de nb. Remar- 
quer que, au lieu de pndbnny, Ben Sira dirait wx = G. et S.” 
If possedi were right % would be an obvious correction of mb, 
but it may be the verb that is wrong. From mb snp 125 (p. 110) 
would have come 3 n> snp 35), and thence as a rendering 
with a conjectural miscorrection of mb. It is suggested that 
there was perhaps a reading warp from wan, poison, LXX. @upos, 
yor (Deut. xxxii. 83; Lam. i. 20; cf. Wisd. vii. 16, Acts 
viii. 23), a word which may be mistaken for wen, cepady, apyn, 
ef. Sir. xxv. 15 wom4, “Nullum caput amarius est capite 
serpentis ” (W.). 

4. The clause ‘y3 }> aya (cf. & |. 9b) may be assumed to 
be a spurious ending of the line, dating from the time when 
mnxyo mnva had been put before instead of after ‘> 125. 


VERSE 21. 


1. 3 aa wrand in the p line is conjecturally explained in 
Sect. A as a misreading for nb suggested by na aN) in the 
‘ line (p. 111). & gives different words for pan in the two 
places: the one would not have suggested the other. W. at 
the beginning \=, a misprint for X=, Viscera mea. 

2. Whether % }> syay2 in the » line be a translation from 
S or S from ®, the phrase there is probably a repetition from 
the 5 line. 
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VERSE 22. 
Differing from $8 in the 3 line, S and @ have their words 
for pw, tongue, in the first hemistich, the sense of which as it 
stands is not clear to me. 


VERSE 25. 


1. & o\~ accidentally preserves the initial letter of the 
dline, which is missing in 9B. 

2. Léyvi's note on the latter part of the line is, “wm na 
serait un néologisme un peu prématuré. I] y avait probable- 
ment oD m3.” But wom na (with pron, my) is not quite 
the rabbinic watpn n'a; and it goes better with ‘x, unto me, 
than a phrase meaning <as\as du (without my), of which 
itis not an exact rendering. 


VERSE 24. 


1H minus ys) is equivalent to %, so that the y line in 
tither might be a translation from the other. 


VERSE 25. 
> ~h=5» in the 5 line is the first mention of Wisdom, 
the subject of the acrostic, in the Syriac. @h here Kryjcacée 
aToig dvev apyvpiov without codpiay, and in the next verse 
Cuydy...rradelav without avrijs. 


VERSE 26. 


_ LL. The latter half of the y line, {#9 "2 mxwny, is paraphrased 
tS and @f. ‘The line is perhaps alluded to in Matt. xi. 29 f, 
“Take my yoke upon you, and learn of me;... For my yoke 
is easy, and my burden is light.” 


2. The p line, curtailed in Gf, is complete in 1 and . 


VERSE 27. 
Divided at ‘ vestris’ or ‘laboravi’ the > line, ‘ Aspicite oculis 
Vestris: parum enim in ea laboravi, eamque multum acquisivi’ 
(W.), has its hemistichs too unequal. Evidently it wants some 
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emendation. Expanding & om as below and omitting Ax I 
would read Syr., in close agreement with 3B, 
duam Aasin \\= obi ow 
mouredo am himxo 
~0] Wisdom personified must be simply found or not 
found: not found a little or found much. Syr. much is there- 
fore out of place in the 5 line, although commonly assumed to 
belong to it on the authority of S and G@ against 19. & takes 
pan) away from the next line, and reads it as mann after 
mnxyo. i reads much, much, much in the 7 and w lines, and 
goes astray in both of them. 


VERSE 28. 


W. ‘Audite doctrinam meam licet emguam, et argentum 
et aurum per me possidebitis. But S$ 4a0™1 a3, when little, 
corresponds to 7 snyyo3, in my youth, which we may safely 
cancel as a needless repetition. 


S >, WH 2, Gi ev a’rH] Is S here from 3 or ®H from 
S? Syr. =, m= being more unlike than Heb. 11, 12, if the 
reference in @& be right we may say that 14 ‘1 came from 13 and 
S > from ‘5. 


VERSE 29. 


The sense of the w line is given in W. as, ‘ Laetetur anima 
vestra de poenitentia mea, et ne pudeat vos canticorum meorwm.’ 
This agrees very well with JH snvw2. 

& shasshs] Lévi, “Il est indéniable qu’ici encore H. 
dépend de 8S.” But the obvious neo,-Heb, rendering of 
would have been *nawna nswv5) nown. Probably S misread a 
word of the Hebrew as snawa (Isa. xxx. 15 maiwa), or as 
‘nawns from rab. nawn, repentance. Heb. snywra (al. snywna) 
would account for @r JH (p. 115) and &. 
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C. 


l. The Acrostic according to Section A. 

The ‘Alphabet of Ben Sira’ as given below sums up the 
constructive results of Section A, in which the several clauses 
were restored conjecturally from 9 and @f without regard 


to S, 


:mdpna npsn Saws) 

7 QSAR NAN TWD 
ma now aad) 

: MMM yD 

Pays 5 ones AIIM 

: TN js *oanDd 
apne xd) awd onop 
:snysyn AN yay3) 

zs x & * 
STAYS HIN Ins md 
$720 pes Nd 5) 

: MyNRYD ATADI 

£210 9p ANP JON 
bwTiaN ‘way 

Sw m3 1m 
PAN IND ANDY Dw 
| taps xba Apo Od wp 


* DOYS] SYN AND) 





MYT NI WI TW WBE 13 
O37 N52 MNP 14 
239 IID ND} 15 
movona 39 ADT 
np sx yD ‘NDA, 16 
na ann mbpiny 17 
AMIN WN? ‘nopy 18 
13 WE) MPwN Prey 19 
pid ‘5 ‘NNay 
mye nnnp 
MON IED INI 20 
yp nbd imps vay 
md IND MOM sy 21 
‘mina mp > my ny 22 
pvdspn ‘dx ND 23 
pnd Nn ‘np Ty %4 
MIDIN) 'NNND b 25 


wan mya psy 26 
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TM NYW WI 1099 mwpand xn nanp 
neyo ma ndoyy MIP 'D ODNYI ws 27 
$42 PN avn AI) Da ow wwopy 28 
Snws yan xdy ‘NYWD WE Mow 29 


2. Notes on the above Test. 

The lines of the conjectural Hebrew text in § 1 are quoted 
below by their initials simply, the letter 7§ as before meaning 
the text according to the MS. (p. 98), 

1.x] While he was yet a child and knew not anything he 
could only, like Solomon, ‘ask wisdom’ for himself. Ver. 15 
was therefore the place for é{jrnca codiay ev mpocevyy pov. 
‘In prayer’ without my would express rather better that he 
made wisdom the special subject of prayer. 

1.3] With &iovy for »nwpa cf. Esth. iv. 8, ix. 12; Dan. 1. 8, 

1.3] Gr. 254 é£avOodca points to the root 5x3, and it was 
likely that the writer would allude to Isa, xviii. 5. 

1.5] 38 1. 2 begins »Apw% 2, and is thus made to look like 
the 2 line. This assimilation may have given rise to the further 
corruptions in $4 ver. 13—15. Other faults in # may be 
accounted for in like manner. 

l,m] There is now no trace of the hemistich 3 nan in WH. 
What has taken its place is the missing end of ver. 13, with 
nbpn Sbpnxi (1 Kings viii. 29, 54) for nbana bxwe. For 
Bickell’s view see p. 117. With »n72> from 3 1. 26 this line 
would end, (or nyt) nyt snows, cf. Ps. xciv. 10, exix. 66; Job xxi, 
22; EKecles, xii, 9. The commonplace xyn (ver. 16, 18, 20, 26, 
27) may have come in as a variant. 

1. 4] In the alphabetic Psalm xxv. the letters 1, m begin 
hemistichs instead of whole verses (p. 105), and so in the 
alphabetic Psalm xxxiv., | 

sy9em Ss omespy ona. pox 1a 
Bickell here puts both into the 7 line (p. 100), and he makes 
two attempts to turn the next into the t line (Z. K. T. net; 
V. O. J. 21). It was to be expected rather that Sir. li., like 
Prov. xxxi., would give them a verse each. Note that (Cr. 
mpoxom dé would easily lose the d¢ (Heb. 1) before éyévero. 
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1] This is lL 5 in 3}. After it see another textual 
catastrophe to be accounted for by assimilation, The ending 
som xd: of 1. 1 having become ypnx xd: by assimilation to 
| 3b, this clause has been moved three lines upwards in 78 ; 
and other dislocations have taken place here as shewn by the 
verse numbers in $4). The line 3 ‘nant having been shortened 
through homoeoteleuton or otherwise, 1H \3x¥DKN > was added 
to lengthen it again; or this may be a variant for m»Xy¥DN ‘>. 
In either case the two words are no doubt spurious. 

Ln] The hemistich b (p. 107f.) has been thrust out by 
moo Jans xb m1 in JB. With Ch dienxpsu8acdynv compare the 
dxpi8ea in the Law spoken of in Acts xxii. 3, xxvi. 5; Joseph, 
B. J. ii. 8. 14, Ant. xvii. 2. 4. | 

lL] Granted only that the » word has disappeared from 
#, there is no difficulty in finding traces of all the other letters 
of the ‘Alphabet’ in @i and 7. 

1] Similarity in different expressions has occasioned loss 
and confusion in ll.», ». ‘My hands’ and ‘My hand’ have 
been very naturally taken for variant renderings of ) at the 
beginning of |. +, but I think that the former belongs to lL. p. 
Fortunately @& tas yeipds pov (p32) preserves the one and 
1) the other. When his hand had opened the gates of 
Wisdom he would look and see her at once, But how exactly 
Was this expressed? The words next before and after pvas) are 
not clear in the MS. 

(1) First Dr Schechter wrote (Camb. B. S. p. 67), 

*..mx% 81] The signs left of which the top is lost are 
too small to permit of >y71nwx (cf. the Syr.). Of course 
nns may be a corruption of the word suggested, 
[mainja ‘sj. Cf. Syr. and below, wv, 21.” 

In his text tnx was printed with 1 marked as doubtful. 
Schlég] conjectured tnx nai. Mr Cowley examined the MS. 
‘nd wrote, “For nx read vinx” (J. Q. R. xii. 111, Oct. 1899), 
Bickell- has nothing to say on the word. Making up his » line 
ftom the Greek he writes in V. O. J., 
| Synan inky = mbyn> tne 
Vor his Z. K. 'T. rendering see Camb. B. S. p. txxvi. Lévi, 
“Peut-étre doit on traduire par ‘mendier, qu'on lise 77K ou 
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sims.” Peters, “Und ich war win (aM®) sie und schaute auf 
sie.” In Camb. B. 8. I conjectured as an alternative, “nx 
from “yn, Syr. 49, vidit.” On seeing the MS. I read tnx as 
Strack also has done. Job’s tmx xb) apparently suggested 
tnx nby. In the paper of the MS. there is a rent across the top 
of the word, and what remains of it is blurred. After the alef 
I find parts of three downstrokes. Assign two of these strokes, 
which are not quite equal (cf. ver. 29 nown), to a cheth, and 
there remains one which must belong to a letter having ‘length 
without breadth,’ sc. 1 or t. There is not the lateral space to 
spare for a broader letter as 7 or 4, not to speak of both together 
as in 77m or y7nx. These readings rest more upon Syr. nvnnx 
than upon the MS. 

(2) Instead of mz:na I proposed to read either na, suggested 
by Syr.; or A703, if there was room for the five letters (Camb. 
B.8.). There may have been room enough, but I think that 
4 read in this line and the next, 

JNO MAYA | 7a yaN 

The end of |.+is torn away. After JH 2 p’an) there is only a 
minute remnant of a letter, which of itself tells us nothing; 
but in its position near the top of the 2 it suits few letters of 
the alphabet, and none better than m written with a projection 
to the right, as in 75nN two lines above. I conclude therefore 
that JH read na; but I stand by the conjecture that m7nwa paK, 
which accounts for Gr. and Lat. (p. 109), may have been the 
original reading. 

With reference to the clause xal ta dyvonpata avis 
érévOnoa Mr J. H. A. Hart writes, “The Greek and Latin 
MSS. of li. 19 present some interesting variations ; although the 
Acrostic formed no part of the second Greek version which is cited 
under the name of Solomon and has intruded into some of the 
MSS. of the version of the younger ben Sira. For érév@nca 
the Codex Venetus (23), with its ally 253, the allies of the 
primitive Latin (elsewhere) 106, 248 and 55, 254 the common 
followers of A, gives érevonoa—a Variation necessarily belonging 
to the uncial stage of transmission—O for 9, The Latin MSS, 
quoted by Sabatier follow the standard Greek text or attempt 
to improve upon it. The Vulgate, which is also the Old Latin, 
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version has...insipientiam eius luai = tHv ayvovay avris érév- 
§nca: Cod. Sangermanensis in sapientia (out of insimentid) 
cus luxit anima mea (from 20 init.): Cod. Corbiensis ef in 
umentia eius luai with marginal alternative (same hand) 
ignorantias (ta a@yvonpata) meas illuminavit (out of Luar by 
reference to lua = lumen).” 

L5] To this line in $4 belong the clauses 1—3 of ver. 20 
(p. 110), 

yest 82 DINYD M¥I27 | 1D 9B) | 19. WDD 

For readings of the last word see p. 120. In the MS. traces of 
the tops of three letters follow px without a break, so that the 
five together seem to belong to one word. Cowley in J. Q. R. 
mi, 111 AIAwR, which Lévi renders as if it were mrmDr (p. 120). 
The scribe of 9—E may or may not have finished up the line 
correctly, (1) The top of the third letter has a curve on the 
right which defines it as one of a group, say 5. Allowing that 
the next may possibly have been 7 I would suggest that the 
third was perhaps 3, and that after it stood a 7 now torn away. 
Thus we get armor, cf. Sir. xxxii. 9 wb. (2) The curve in 
the third letter goes against mon mux; but mp oN (p. 110) 
gives the same sense, and a scribe may have run the two words 
together. Note that ps and tnx (p. 109f.) come within two 
verses of one another in Job. 

l, 5] Running the clause b on to |. * we get the sequence, 


.AUNNYD AIDA | AAA HaN) 


Compare 9H, where the end of the » line is torn away; 
$ <hasasa | m=, with no stop between; W. ver. 27, ‘ Per- 
lustrayi eam, et intellexi illam, et in puritate inveni illam,’ 
The two words w7nw2, 772 having been mistaken for one and 
the same, the reading of $9 1> na was) and its counterpart in 
Syr, arose. Thus again similarity in different words has 
brought about corruption and dislocation in J, and then in $. 

The similarity of 1. 5a ‘np: to (np in the next line 
Accounts for its corruption into JH *n3p. After it I read n> with 
® against Gr and S (p. 120). Note j> saya bis in W Il. », 5. 

Lp] The clause a was first read inadvertently, 

m2 rand ab ans wn yn 
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The end of it in the MS. looks rather like maya mS, but there 
is clearly no repetition of nb. Schlégl conjecturally, as clause d, 
na prand (owind. Strack pvand nb and so Lévi, with the remark, 
‘nb est peut-étre une dittographie de rand.’ Peters yon -yn 
na wand. Reading ab n> I account for 72 prand as another 
corruption by assimilation in 7 (p. 120). 

1,3] The word y:7\n~ may be from Ps, xxviii. 7. 

lp] XS rightly semkath in the place of p (p. 121). When 
it had once been suggested that Sir. li. 13—29 was alphabetic, 
the letters n—y, »>—5,*, n, & might have been found in or 
near their places without the help of the versions. Gf de- 
termines », 7, 7—2, and suggests ‘n92)2 for »mn: in the 5 line. 
Synonymous substitutions restore ‘nopt and yp in the } and p 
lines. And lastly ) has to be inserted between nm and +. 

l. y] Schlégl in clause @ >°n yo Onn. 

|. 1] This is one of the lines in which the metrical hypothesis 
that a hemistich should not exceed eight syllables was put to 
the test. Clause a as I read it is of a proper length, and the 
am. Ney. ‘nop would naturally have become ‘nm yp in the 
course of oral teaching or quotation. Note that ddgéyos (p. 113) 
is commonly opposed to zroAvs, but sometimes to péyas. 

lw] Y nnd may or may not be a variant. With 
“pin wow cf. Prov. i., iv., xix. hear 7p, viii. 10 "pw. 

l.n] With % de poenitentia mea (p. 122) Peters compares 
his own ‘myn ‘289 in ver. 13, but he does not adopt the reading. 
To a medieval retranslator it would have suggested Heb, 
Maiwn. 

3. The Retranslation Hypothesis. 

a. Bickell on Der hebr. Sirachtext ein Riichiibersetzung 
(p. 100) was under the necessity of stating his case less fully 
than he was prepared to do. To his argument from Sir. xii. 
10, 11 I have replied elsewhere (J. Q. R. xv. 619f). The rest 
of the article is about Sir. li. 13—30. YD, Gr. Syr. and a 
revised conjectural reconstruction of the Hebrew are followed 
by a concluding paragraph, of which the substance is given 
below with comments. 

38 ‘folgt hier iiberall sklavish dem syrischen...; nirgends 


zeigt sich eine Spur von Benutzung des griechischen Textes.’ 
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But itis nothing against an even degenerate form of the original 
that it does not make use of a version. 

That it is $ which depends on Syr., ‘ergibt sich nicht nur 
daraus, dass mehrere im Syrischen noch erhaltene alphabetische 
Anfangsbuchstaben im Hebriischen fehlen, sondern auch aus 
falschen Uebersetzungen im Hebraischen, welche sich nur aus 
Missverstandniss syrischer Worter erklaren lassen.’ 

Disagreeing as I do with Bickell about some of the less 
obvious initials (p. 100), I give less credit than he does to Syr. 
inthat respect. For example, I think that the nis located by 
18 npwn (Syr. npztnsx) and not by Syr. nawnnsx (Heb. snnnr). 

The argument from the supposed mistranslations of Syr. in 
® is illustrated by a conjectural derivation of Syr. 1. 8a from 
itsassumed original form x78 nyt 7D my) (p. 117), and it is 
suid, with reference to this one case, ‘ Alle diese Irrwngen, die 
doch nur im Syrischen miglich waren..., macht der Genizatext 
getrenlich mit.’ 

The paragraph ends with the ‘ieeeaktan that the ‘Doppelsinn’ 
of Syr. yt has misled the supposed retranslator in the 7 and w 
lines, so that he has written yop by mistake for yym, ddréyor, in 
the former, and or37 in the latter instead of ‘much’ in the 
fomer, For the former Bickell suggests, 


Prine a9 mows) = ndpy py oops oS 


Seeing that Syr. ‘and I found her much’ will not stand as a 
hemistich, he patches it up from Gr. cal eSpov éuavt@ todd 
wéravotv. The case against J as stated is unconvincing, and 
there is also much to be said on the other side. 

b. Lévi discusses the acrostic in Pt 11. of his L’Keclésiastique 
(pp. xxi. f, 225f). On the clause > ‘non he quotes Bickell 
with approval, but goes on to say (p. XXV.), “ On trouvera peut- 
ttre la démonstration un peu fragile, en raison des conjectures 
Sur lesquelles elle s'appuie ; on n’en dira pas autant, croyons- 
hous, de la suivante, qui la corrobore.” Then follows a discussion 
of the 5 and w lines, in which Syr. is again preferred to HH. A 

of the question at issue once arrived at by generalisation 
‘one or two particulars, further comparisons of $4 and Syr. 
in the commentary bring us again to the foregone conclusion. 


Journal of Philology. vou. xxx. 9 


Mai 
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‘H.=S.’ now means that Syr. is the original of 7. The 
Hebrew may be illegible, but ‘ Hn tout cas, H.=5.’ (p. 120). 

e. Strack writes in a note on ver. 13, “Textus cantici 
alphabetici v. 18—30, si non ubique, multis certe locis versione 
Syriaca gubernatum est.” This as it stands without explana- 
tion cannot be profitably discussed. I question the statement 
that 3 ver. 28 ovan ‘cum v. 27 jungendum est, cf. G. Syr.’ 
He numbers 7 |. 3a as part of ver. 13. 

4. Summary. 

Three things have been attempted in this discussion of the 
‘Alphabet of Ben Sira,’ namely, to find out the acrostic letters 
from alef to tau; to reconstruct Sir. li. 13—29 from JH and G; 
and to account for the imperfections of W®. 

a. The alphabeticism of Sir. lc. was inferred from the 
Versions fifteen years before the discovery of # in the Old 
Cairo Genizah (27th Aug. 1897). Within two years of its 
discovery 3 was published in Camb. B.S. Bickell twice and 
others after him reconstructed the ‘Alphabet’ on the whole 
successfully, but failed to determine some of the letters 
correctly (p. 100). For the surmise that it was never complete 
there was not much to be,said, It was likely that the author 
would imitate the Sn nwx acrostic in Prov. xxxi., and not likely 
that he would leave his own 3”x unfinished. Gf of itself supplies 
all but enough material for the twenty-two lines, and corrects JB 
and & where they are misleading. Thus @& ver. 18 d:evorOnv 
two lines after é«\wva (‘n%on) must be for nor (Zech. viii. ; 
Prov. xxxi.), not ‘nawn (W, S). W and G then supply the 
letters +, », m (ver. 19), and the rest are easily located. The 
resulting orderly correspondence of the ‘Alphabet’ with @& 
(p. 96f.) witnesses at once to the simplicity of the proposed 
solution, and to the comparative accuracy of @f. 

b. The text of ‘The Acrostic according to Section A’ 
(p. 123 f.) rests largely upon the Greek, which supplies materials 
for all the first hemistichs in their right order, except lL ‘a 
which 38 supplies. @ ver. 19) suggests ‘nyyyn mnmiapa) for 
the true ending of 1. nm. In its place $ gives the clause |. 35, 
which @ omits. In ver. 26—28 @ is inferior to . & does 
not seem to me to suggest any improvement in the text as 
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made up from @f and ¥, and it fails to suggest some good 
readings found in or derivable from 7. 
¢. The degeneration of the original Hebrew into # is 
simply accounted for as the direct outcome of internal corruption. 
(1) Most remarkable in 9 are its omissions and dislocations in 
places where there is or has been similarity or accidental 
assimilation of letters or words. In 9 ver. 13—15 |. 1 has 
been made to look like the 3 line; ll. 3, 2 have disappeared ; 
and |, 3a@ is lL. xb out of place. The transformation of 75nx 
| (l.6) into 4pm (1. 56) has occasioned further disorder and loss. 
Misidentification of pnp (1. +5) with mrnwa (1. 56), and of ‘my 
hands’ (°)5) in 1. pa@ with ‘My hand’ (1) in 1. sa, has had 
disastrous effects in @ and 3H. In the 5 line mS »mps has been 
corrupted by assimilation to mn 2p in |. ». A simple md in 
a has been read as an abbreviation of n2 mand, by assimi- 
lation to 94 1.86 7a waxy. In 7 ll. 9,10 see ya ways, }> ays, 
probably the one from the other and both wrong. (2) Cate- 
thesis and oral quotation give rise to accidental or explanatory 
synonymous substitutions, simple and common expressions dis- 
Placing such as are less familiar, Thus npr has been altered 
W awn (ver. 18); iD to wp (ver. 23); ‘noyp to ‘nn yop 
(ver. 27), (3) 9B ver. 17 nop, her yoke, might of course be a 
translation from Syr. a, but how would Gr. mpoxo7rn then be 
tecounted for? Read peyym, whence 9M nby with Syr. as a 
tendering of it, and Gr. rpoxom (8) is also explained. In | 
ver, 19 Syr. seems to have misread 7H tnx as tnx. In 1. y the 
conjectural ond easily becomes nbp, whence ndbxm and then 
yyy yype jo. In ver. 29a a translator from § would have 
Written snawna owe) nown. 


In Camb. B. S. p. Lxxxvi. I wrote, with reference to Bickell’s 
‘fanz evidente Emendation’ of ‘die absurde jetzige Lesart und 
ith betete sein Gebet als ich klein war, viz. in S 1 3a,“ With 
this explanation of &, the Hebrew here [= minus ‘sein’] would 
‘tem to have been derived from the Syriac. But the conjecture 

18 open to criticism, and does not end so well as it begins.” 


9—2 
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The writer's statement that he prayed a prayer for Wisdom in 
his youth is no ‘absurde Lesart’ but an essential element of the 
true text, which would have been recollected as of greater 
importance than 13 ‘nen, I inclined my ear to secular in- 
struction. It is in effect 1. xb put in place of l.na. In Camb. 
B. S. I was of necessity writing quickly. Further study of #8 
has now brought out much positive evidence for its independence 
of %, and seemingly none to the contrary. 

Be this as it may, my principal endeavour from the first 
has been if possible to shew that the Sirach ‘Alphabet’ was 
once complete and to complete it again. 


C. TAYLOR. 


CONJECTURAL EMENDATIONS IN THE SILVAE 
OF STATIUS. 


It is a thousand pities that when the ms. of the Silvae 
came into Poggio’s hands, he did not either copy it out 
himself, or at any rate revise his scribe’s work at once with 
the original before him. Well might he stigmatise the writer 
a inorantissimus omnium viventium, if the copy made on 
the spot and sent to Francesco Barbaro, with reference to 
which Poggio himself uses the words divinare oportet, non legere, 
is indeed, as Dr Klotz maintains, the Codex Matritensis; for, 
after all the labour that has been expended on it, there still 
remain many passages which Poggio at a glance might then 
have corrected, but in which only by a happy guess, founded on 
the most minute attention to the ductus litterarwm, can we hope 
now to arrive at the truth. With a few of the problems arising 
out of such passages the following notes attempt to deal. For 
the readings of M, I am indebted to Klotz's Apparatus Criticus 
and to his preface for Politian’s excerpts (A*) from the Vetus. 

The great merit of the scribe of the Matritensis is that, 
though ignorant, he was honest, and copied as nearly as he 
could what he seemed to himself to see in his excellent but 
apparently very difficult original. By so doing he constantly 
made havoc of! proper names, but in such a way that traces of 
the truth remain. Thus at Iv. 2. 26 sqq. he wrote 


Aemulus illic 
Mons Libys Ihiacusque nitet, multa Syene 
Et Chios et glaucae certantia Doridi saxa. 


1 Cf. Klotz’s note on 1. 4. 90. 
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Almost without exception editors assume that a word has 
dropped out, and fill the supposed lacuna by adding hice, stat, 
nec, tum, or the like. The most attractive supplementum is et 
(Domitius); but nowhere else does Statius permit himself the 
license involved. In the whole of the Thebaid I have noted 
only two seeming instances, I. 403 and v1. 351; and in the latter 
of these we ought probably to write erant: while in the former, 
as Mr Garrod points out, the e of éadem has almost the force of 
a consonant, and this fact justifies the lengthening of the pre- 
ceding syllable (agit)’. 

Now in M, as in all other similar Mss., the letters m and nt 
are of course repeatedly confused, and so, on occasion, are ¢ 
and ¢*. The original had, I take it, “nilea Syene,” and the 
scribe, reading this as mlta, wrote multa Syene*. Mediaeval 
scribes were not so familiar with the connection between Syene 
—the modern Assuan—and the Nile, as was Martial, who writes 
(1. 86. 7) | 

Qui nunc Niliacam regit Syenen, 
or as Sir John Aird’s achievement has made us. Klotz‘ has 
pointed out how frequent are Greek words in Statius, or the 
Latinized form of NevAatos might provoke suspicion, But 
Statius was balf a Greek. Read therefore 


Mons Libys Iliacusque nitet, Nilaea Syene 
Et Chios etc., 


and cf. at 0. 2. 86, Hoa Syene. 


Such place-epithets, if they may be so called, abound in the 
Silvae, cf. (e.g.) L. 3. 33, “ Bruttia Sicanium circumspicit ora 
Pelorum.” . At I. 2, 203 sqq. M reads 


1 The case of (e.g.) subit, or subiit writes viulavit for vallavit. 


before a vowel is of course another 
matter. 

2 Of. Phillimore ad rv. 3. 81, “‘servi- 
tusque A®* (Pol. primo struitusque 
deinde servitueque legit).” 

# Or the error may be one of trans- 
position, with confusion of a and u, 
just as at um. 6. 92, the seribe of F 


In the absence of evidence that mul- 
tare may mean to mulet, to lay under 
contribution, it 15 hazardous to resort 
to the tempting conjecture 

Mons Libys Liacusque nitet, Multa 

<ta> Syene 

Kt Chios ete. 

4 Curae Statianae, p, 53. 
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Prendisti portus. +Nitiade sic transfuga Pisae 
Amnis in externos longe flammatus amores 
Flumina demerso trahit intemerata canali. 

(nitide A*, teste Klotz, p. liv.) 


Can nitiade really be a blunder for nitidae? It seems in- 
credible. Rather the scribe here also was faithfully copying 
the, to him, strange word Heliade, i.e. Eliade’, a corruption of 
the Virgilian Eliados, a place-epithet of Pisa. In M the letters 
hand n, 7 and e, s final and m final are repeatedly, and the 
letters and ¢ occasionally, confused. Thinking of the Alpheus 
as the Hlidis amnis (1. 3. 68), the Flwmen Eleuwm of the Meta- 
morphoses of Ovid (Vv. 576), Statius wrote 

Prendisti portum, Elados sic transfuga Pisae 

Amnis in eaternos etc., 
and, but for the faithful witness of M, all trace of this would 
have vanished, because of the chance-correspondence between 
nitidus and )zrapes, which has blinded editors to the true 
significance of this strange phenomenon—nitiade. 

The rhythm, common enough in Virgil’, though rare in 

Statins, finds an exact parallel in 111. 4, 32, and in Iv. 4, 100 


Nosse ratis, nondum Ioniis credenda periclis. 





Are there other proper names lurking beneath some of the 
strange corruptions that still deface the text? Thus at tv. 
4. 66 | 

Sunt membra accommoda bellis, 
Quique gravem +tarde subeant thoraca lacerti, 


the word tarde, of which no satisfactory account has yet been 
sven, may quite conceivably conceal Aeacidae. A reference to 
Javenal (x1. 31) indicates that the breastplate of Achilles, like 
the bow of Odysseus, was used proverbially of a piece of armour 
that, only the bravest of the brave could bear: 
Nec enim loricam poscit Achillis 
Thersites, in qua se traducebat Ulixes. 
Here, in the phrase “limbs that might fill and bear the heavy 


1 Cf. Helisia, u. 3. 74. 2 Cf. C. R. xyrt. 289 b, 
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armour of Aeacides,” we should have an apt compliment to 
Marcellus, It hints a comparison with Patroclus and his 
dpioreia in the Iliad. Dr Housman (Manilius, p. lix.) in illus- 
tration of this type of error, quotes from the Metamorphoses of 
Ovid (xv. 804) the very similar blunder tandem for Aeneaden. 
Here the e of eacide fell out after grauwé and caide became 
carde, and so tarde. Statius’ mind was so soaked with Virgil 
that the line 
Saevus ubi Aeacidae telo iacet Hector (Aeneid 1. 99) 


may have suggested both the phrase and the rhythm’, 
In this connection it may, perhaps, be suggested that at 11. 4. 
14 Ila,—which, with illum, referring to Ganymede in the next 
line, is surely intolerable,—has ousted Ida: that at rv. 2. 11 
for the prosy Iliaca porrecta manu we should read Idalia ete. 
(i.e. Icalia for Iliaca); cf. Marlowe’s “Idalian Ganymede”: 
and that at v. 2. 117 armatum represents, not Martem, but 
Adrastum. In v. 1. 110 cene may possibly be a “correc- 
tion” of scenae, which aspexere, in line 109, suggests’, “you 
outdid the transports of the stage itself’: but Statius is 
fastidious in matters of prosody, and the context suggests that 
a proper name is concealed. (The ductus litterarum forbids, 
I fear, the otherwise attractive Romae.) 
Twice a proper name seems wrongly to have come in. In 
I, 6. 95, 97, 
Largi flumina quis canat Lyaei ? 
Iam iam deficio ttuaque Bacchot 
In serum trahor ebrius soporem ; 


(where the tuoque Baccho of the deteriores can hardly be 
justified either by tuae Minervae of Iv. 1. 22 or by such a 
phrase as multo fratre madentem in I 1, 41) it may be urged 
that tua is significant, and suggests that the exemplar of M 
had something like tuaque buwo. But for Lachmann’s con- 
demnuation of the phrase ciere tubam (Lucretius Iv. 544), which 


1 For the elision ef. (e.g.) Thebaid, xaldyyéAors eal de@pwrots, 1 Cor, 
1. 629, Inque vicem ignoscunt, and  iv.9. Markland's certe and Burmann’s 
Achilleid, 10, Necte comas; neque paene do not seem quite worthy of 
enim Aonium nemus advena pulso., Statiug. 

" Cf. 5. Paul’s déarpor éyerqOnuer... 
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implies the impossibility of the similar phrase ciere buxum, “ to 

sound the flute,” one would feel confident that Statius wrote 

titague buo, the strains of the flute being the usual accompani- 

ment of such revels. Failing that, citansque (vel rotansque) 

buxum, “waving a flute,’ would add a bacchanalian touch 

without going very far from the ductus litterarum. Baccho 

has come in from Lyaei in the line before, or citansque Bacchum 

might also be suggested’. 

Similarly at 01. 3. 14 
Quirinalesque fuga suspensa per agros 
+Celica tecta+ subit. 
In the absence of any other example of an adjective Coelicus, 
Markland’s Coelica tesca is not convincing. Statius may have 
Written Ad carecta subit, in imitation of the line in the 
Eclogues (111. 20), 
Tu post carecta latebas. 
Assume that the preposition was carelessly written, a scribe 
aight very easily mistake it for celi and follow that up by 
dividing the rare word carecta, with the result that we have 
im =M. 
v. 3. 209. 
Me quoque vocales lucost biotaque tempe 
Pulsantem etc. (biotaque vel luocaque M, luotaque A*), 
Imastead of Boeota (Baehrens) with its irritating suggestion of 
Becotian stupidity, read rather here, as in Thebaid v1. 88, 
umbrosaque tempe. 

Lt is a priori very unlikely that Politian would have failed to 
decipher so simple a word as Boeota. The truth is that the 
Vetus read brosaque. Either the scribe had omitted the @ 
before the letter b, with which it is so frequently confused: or, 
here as elsewhere, the ink had faded and there remained only 
this yow nthili, which, blurred as it was, puzzled both the 

* Or again Baccho may be a‘‘metri- well be described as the turba Romani 
“al stopgap.” Can Statius have written ovis, just as the Loves call them- 

“*Tam iam deficio tuaque <turba> selyes the turba Veneris, sed tua turba 


Th serum trahor ebrius soporem”? sumus (1. 2. 70). 
“Ne Idaei ministri (34) might quite 
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scholar and the ignorant and was read by the one as luotaque, 
by the other as biotaque. If the line in the Thebaid had not 
maintained its somewhat uncertain footing in the text, we 
might have acquiesced, with a shrug, in Baehrens’ “ valleys of 
duiness.” As it is, there can be no reasonable doubt that 
umbrosa is what Statius wrote, with a reference may be to 
the Thessalian Tempe, Shelley’s “dark Tempe”: ef. Catullus 
LXIV. 285 sq. Viridantia Tempe, Tempe quae cingunt silvae 
super impendentes. 

One of the commonest confusions in M is that between the 
vowels a and wu, and the first letter in the line is occasionally 
dropped. 

Now in Iv. 9. 40, 41, in a list of Saturnalian presents, we 
find in M the lines 


(Juantum nec dare cereos olentes, 
+cutellum tenuesve codicillos ? 


The deteriores of course “ correct” this to cultellum. Why 
not to (S)cutellam? Has not a present of a knife always been 
considered unlucky? And is not the scutella, a little dish, a 
much more appropriate gift here, as in Martial’s Saturnalian 
epigrams the scutula? Lewis and Short mark the quantity of 
the uw as short, on the strength of a passage from a Christian 
poet of the sixth century A.D.: but why, when Lucilius wrote 
scita, should we not have a form scitella, exactly parallel to 
anellus from anus, existing side by side with sciitula from 
sciitra ? 

There are other passages in which the loss or omission of 
the capital letter at the beginning of the line appears to have 
caused corruption. In 11. 5, 60 it is just possible that the 
initial et is sound. Et nune illa tenet, “And yet she 
realises.” But it seems more than probable that tenet has 
come in from line 57, ousting tamen (tmn) after loss of the 
two letters Fl before et. Read (Fl)et nunc illa tamen, ete. 
and translate “And yet, in spite of all your love and affection 
(tamen), she sighs because she is still unwed.” 

At tv. 3. 159,.1 believe the obscure sandes of M to be a 
corruption of rondes, a relique of (F)rondes, Read 
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Et laudum cumulo beatus omni 

Frondes belliger abnuesque currus, 
ie.“You will refuse the laurel and the car of triumph”; for 
frondes in the sense of laurels is not uncommon. It occurs for 
instance at Vv. 3. 144 

Nusquam avia frondes 
Abstulit, aut alium tetigit Victoria crinem, 

and again at v.3. 225. Here it enforces the idea of the formal 
thumph, which currus alone does not adequately express, 
According to Klotz (page lvi.) Politian read the first letter 
of the line as F in the Vetus. 

Again at 1. 2. 70 I suspect that /ugimus represents 
Incimus, i.e. (L)inquimus, the word which Virgil and Statius 
regularly use in this sense, and in this position in the line; 
the present tense (why figimus ?) which the sense demands. 

At Iv. 6. 43, in the suspiciously strange exclamation Ac 
spacium! it is conceivable that we have traces of (D)ac (Le. 
Dant) spatium tam magna brevi mendacia formae, if mendacia 
can bear the meaning of legends, as in Ovid's veterum mendacia 
vatum. Translate “These great legends lend bulk to that tiny 
form.” The pigmy seems to swell to a giant’s stature, as we 
reflect on the stories which the artist’s skill recalls to memory. 
Cf. Ovid, Metamorphoses, 111, 195, Dat spatium collo. 

Similarly at 1. 1. 205, unless Porsit is, as I firmly believe, 
4 corruption of Forsit’, it may well be a relique of Spondet, 
“promises him all the gifts Elysium can yield.” Cf. Iv. 
4. 77, 

Sibi Gloria felix 
Educat et cunctas gaudet spondere curules, 


And at Iv. 3. 138, 


Hic si. flammuiferos teneret axis 


Undaret Libye, teperet Haemus 


* In that case,—and surely the poet pictures Blaesus carrying both 

is admissible,—not another the child and the child’s treasures in 

letter need be changed. There will be his arms. But see Phillimore on line 

4 Sslight pause after Forsit which must 203, The rare fortassis occurs once 
be taken with the word volucres. The only in Statius (Achilleid). 


a 
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(ubi Umbraret, Postgate) read perhaps (Fr)onderet Libye, Le. 
“ Libya would no longer be a treeless desert?,” Sudaret (cf. v. 
1, 100) is palaeographically easier but impossible, I take it, 
without an ablative. 

It may be that in the vexed line m1. 5. 49, 


Questa est Aegiale questa est Meliboea relinqui, 

Et quam quam saevi fecerunt Maenada planctus, 
something similar has happened. Statius may have written 

(Questa) et quam saevi ete. 
in allusion to the well-known story of Ariadne*. The verb may 
have fallen out after Questa in the previous line; or the order 
may have been deranged, 
Kt questa quam, etc., 

and so (by assimilation) Et guam quam, etc., a corruption that 
would be helped by the resemblance that the letter a bore in 
the original to the letters es. 

Unless indeed at 1. 7. 90 Stevens is right in retaining the 
festa of L and M, or unless that word is a corruption of pensa, 
ie. threads of destiny, cf. Martial, 1x. 76. 6, 7, 

Invidit de tribus una Soror 
Kt festinatis incidit stamina pensis, 
and 1x. 17. 2, 
Parcarum exoras pensa brevesque colos, 
and similarly Juvenal (x11. 65) and Seneca (Apoc. § 4). 
In the Aleaic ode (tv. 5) lines 15, 16, M offers the following 
description of a glass of wine: 
exemptusque testa 
+Quo modo +fer verat Lyaeus. 
In the deteriores line 16 becomes 


Qua modo ferbuerat Lyaeus ! 


1 Since this was written, 1 have seen where the poet assumes that his hearers 
that fronderet is proposed by Prof. will take the allusion to Aeneas with- 
Phillimore also. But as my conjec- out the name being expressly men- 
ture was already in type, I let itstand. tioned. 

2 Of. e.g. mm. 3, 188, and y. 3, 266, 
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and this the editors accept. But several times in M s and f 
are confused, and there are traces of the spelling quot for cut 
in the archetype’. Eximere has in Latin of all periods the 
special signification of “to release from slavery”; read (with a 
play upon the meaning of Lyaeus) 
exemptusque testa 
Quoz (ie. Cui) modo servierat Lyaeus, 


“ Lyaeus set at liberty from the jar to which he was but now 
a slave.” This seems better than the pentametrical 


Cui modo servus erat; 


although that would be nearer than the dubious vulgate to the 
MS. and to the truth. 
The last line of the sixth stanza has always been a locus 

vexratus. 

Hic mea carmina 

Regina bellorum virago 
Caesareo peramamt auro. 
(reparavit, Cruceus, probante Phillimore.) 


It has been urged by Unger in 1868, and more recently by 
Professor Ellis, that peramavit is an error for ter amavit, with a 
reference to the three victories achieved by Statius at the 
A Vban games; but if so, ter amavit is itself a corruption, and 
MOE of ter amizit, as Unger had the hardihood to suggest, but 
Sf cumulavit. 

At m1. 5. 28 Politian rightly emended the ter of his Mss, to 
Zee. Similarly here, cw became ter, and -mulavit (or -umlavit) 
Wears read as amavit. Certainly cwmulavit, “crowned my song,” 
Save it its highest and greatest distinction, is quite in the 
Macmner of Statius: cf. the use of cumulus in Iv. 3. 158, laudum 
©%*7raulo beatus omni. Baehrens’ redimivit? is not easier palaeo- 
&Ta phically and does not pay so fine a compliment to Domitian 
“8 is yielded by 

Hic mea carmina 
Regina bellorum virago 
Caesareo cumulavit auro. 


* Cf ¢. R. xvi. 445 b on quot in 2 The form does not occur else- 
Ovid's text. where. 
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Klotz seems sometimes inclined to carry too far Madvig’s 
dangerous dictum: “Facile intellego, permulta sibi Statium 
permisisse, quae apud alios incredibilia videantur.” Thus in 
ul. 1, 67 he retains a reading which in the new Corpus is 
rightly obelised. 

Statius is attempting to console his friend Melior for the 
loss of a favourite slave, almost an adopted son, a boy of twelve or 
thirteen. He paints a vivid picture of the past and the present; 
lines 56—66 in a series of highly rhetorical questions remind 
Melior that the boy had been with him always and everywhere 
in his home-life, waking him in the morning, sharing his meals, 
seeing him off when he left the house and meeting him on the 
threshold at his return; then follows the contrast between 
present and past, and this is how it is expressed, as the passage 
stands : 

Muta domus, +fateor, desolatique penates, 
Et situs in thalamis et maesta silentia mensis. 


“Tnepta et nullius sensus vox ista! fateor,” writes Mark- 
land, “Si enim domus muta est, et desolati penates, quaero a 
te, Stati, quid ad rem est, sive tu hoc fatearis sive non fatearis?” 
Yes, but then he emends to the almost equally inept pariter. 
Now M often divides words amiss, as for instance at Vv. 2. 88, 
where it has die saevo for dies aevo: it confuses the letter o 
with the letter u, (so, eg. sumnus for somnus,) 2 with e, 
¢ with f, and occasionally writes common and familiar words 
which chance to “scan and construe” for something rare and 
unfamiliar, as (e.g.) Arabes Phariique palam est vidique liquores 
for Palaestinique at the 161st line of this Silva. Bearing these 
points in mind I submit that Statius wrote : 


Mota domu sfatzo desolatique penates, 


“ The sentinel is gone from your home, and the house is left 
desolate.” The child is compared to a soldier at the gate. 
Statius leads up to the point with the words abitusque mora- 
bitur (63) and obuius intranti (65). It is a very effective climax, 

1 For fateor naturally and effec- does it appear to occur as a mere 


tively used, cf. Achill. 1. 775 and mannerism. 
Silvae 1. 4.39. Nowhere in Statius 
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and if a parallel be asked for the use of statio, a reference to 
the Thebaid (vir. 47) discovers the word, in the same position 
in the line, in apposition, primarily at any rate, to the singular, 
Impetus : 

Digna loco statio primis salit Impetus amens 

E foribus, caecumque Nefas, ete. 

In our passage we might write Mota domo statio, but M’s 
mistake would more easily occur if the scribe had before him | 
the rarer domu followed by an s, and this form is recognised 
by Quintilian (1. 6. 51). 

In line 64, atque ipsos revocabit ad oscula postes, it may be 
urged that the meaningless postes is a corruption of fasces’, a 
half-playful touch meant to relieve, as does statio, the pathos of 
the situation. Statius, as I understand the passage, reminds 
Melior how in other days the boy would sometimes call him 
back for a caress, even when he was setting out in state with 
the lictors before him, bearing the fasces to which the Silvae 
tepeatedly refer, cf. e.g. I. 2. 233, cuncti ueniunt ad limina 
fusces. “Magistratus praecedebant lictores cum fascibus.” 
(I.S. ad loc.) 

At vy. 3. 92 sqq. Statius is enumerating the different classes 
ot brother poets, who must lament his father’s death, First 
Come the writers of epic and lyric poetry: they are thus 
described — 

Quis labor Aonios seno pede ducere campos? 

Et quibus Arcadia carmen testudine mensis 

+Cydalibem nomenque fuit. 
Of the first line the simplest correction appears to be that 
of an anonymous friend of Gronovius, cludere* campos, ice. 
“ those whose task it is to write in epic verse the story of the 
Plains of Thebes,” i.e. to write Thebaids : cf. Martial, x1v. 1. 11. 
But it is with the following line that I wish to deal. Grono- 

"So Juvenal, vir. 23, Praecedant and read,—atque foris r. ut oscula 

Pas illi te consule virgas. The cor-  praestes. . 
TUption seems to be confined to the 7 an gyros,—t1e. guros for cipos? 
Ne word postes, or we might con- * Cf. Horace, 8. m. 1. 28, 1 10. 59 


Jecture that ipsos had come infroma with Silvae ry. 4. 11, verba inclusa 
Confusion of fo’is with ipos in the ms. modis. 


= 
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vius himself emended the mysterious word Cydalibem to Cura 
lyrae, which Klotz and Postgate, of the most recent editors, 
accept. But why should two such ordinary words suffer so 
strange a metamorphosis? There is another possible explana- 
tion, which, while accounting for every letter of the corruption, 
appears also to yield better Latin and better sense. 

Read :—Jdem animus nomenque fuit, i.e. “and those, the 
masters of the Arcadian lyre, who in heart and in name, my 
father, were one with thee.” For rhythm and phrase ef. 
Thebaid x. 362, Idem animus misero (animus P, ardor wm), and 
for the same use of the word in the Silvae, ef. 1. 3. 101, 


Seu tibi Pindaricis animus contendere plectris, 
and 1. 2. 58 
Tpsi animus nondum nec cordi fixa voluntas. 


By nomen idem we are meant to understand nomen poetae, 
just as by animus idem we understand animus poetae. From 
line 92 it is sufficiently clear that the immediate reference is 
to lyric poetry. 

The words Jdem animus were corrupted (first may be into 
Idem alius, a common mistake, and then) into Jdalius. But 
either the scribe or the corrector, seeing the blunder involved 
in Jdakus, wrote in the margin or between the lines the termi- 
nation -em and added the letter c, i.e. corrige. This note the 
next copyist, the ignorantissimus omniwm viventium, saw, but 
misunderstood: prefixed the letter ¢ to the word already in 
the text, and “corrected” the termination, hence Cidalinem, 
ie. Cydalibem. If this explanation left a single stroke 
unaccounted for, it might be dismissed as over-ingenious. 
But, if ever there was a word which bore the appearance 
of having been carefully transliterated, like some mysterious 
Abracadabra, by a scribe who did not understand what he was 
copying but copied full faithfully, stroke for stroke, it is this. 

In u, 3. 38 I seem again to find traces of the corrector. 
The Naiad Pholoe, pursued by Pan, has escaped for the 
moment and taken refuge by the lake-side, in seeming 
security. Pan, however, discovers her retreat and is on the 
point of seizing her, when she is roused with a blunt arrow 
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by her protectress Diana’, At sight of her hated suitor 
she plunges into the water, her own pool, and escapes. Pan 
cannot follow her: he stands on the bank 

omnia questus, 
| Immitem Bromium, stagna invida et invida tela. 
But why should he appeal to Bromius? Or why call out 
on Brimo or on Bormus, as Scaliger and Ellis would have 
him? Surely the one person who is immitis is Pholoe ? 
So Horace (C. 1. 33. 2) inveighs against Immitis Glycera. 
And why stagna invida? Read 





omnia questus, 
Immitem dominam, stagna invia et invida tela. 


The letters b and d are easily? confused, and what the scribe 
of the codex Poggianus had before him was an abbreviated 
form of dominam (ddiam) which, with a recollection maybe 
of 11, 2. 4, he misread as Boium: then he or his corrector saw 
the error, underlined the letter b and wrote in the margin d. 
Again the scribe of M marked the note but misunderstood it, 
ind seeking to heal one wound dealt another, by assimilating, 
not unnaturally, invia to the following invida. Yet only a few 
lnes further (49) he might have seen Pholoe described as 
domina, the Lady of the pool, and invia adds points by 
summarising lines 36 and 37. Instead of a bit of misplaced 
etudition and a rather tiresome repetition we have then a 
‘imple, natural, effective line :—*“ bewailing all his ill-fortune, 
the cruelty of the lady of the lake, the wayless mere, the 
less shaft.” This correction seems all the more probable 
itasnuch as the central idea, on which the whole poem has 
been constructed, is that the pool in Melior’s grounds is 
haunted by a beneficent Naiad, of whose presence and history 
the tree is the symbol. Dominam stresses the point, or we 
might have understood the word to mean “ mistress” or “ fair.” 
" Read—in lines 29, 30—lacvamque conjecture on which his own comment 
mipinae (i.e. heedless) Naidos adversa is:—‘‘sed probe scio Statium non ita 
#e,: and in line 58 infra, for the im- _scripturum fuisse.” 
Possible animata, perhaps mirata. It 2 Cf. Silvae 1. 5. 15 and mn. 1. 148 


is rather unkind to credit Markland, for interchange of ad and ab. 
% recent editors have done, with a 
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he 
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“Communi titulo puellae a decimo quarto anno Dominae 
appellabantur.” (Thomas Stevens, on Silvae 1. 2. 23.) 
Adsint dum refero diem beatum 
Laeti Caesaris ebriamque +parcen, L 6. 7—8. 


There is, it seems to me, a very simple and complete explana- 
tion of this locus desperatissimus, as Klotz describes it. The 
corruption originated in an interchange of terminations, such 
as Postgate assumes at Iv. 7. 35, 36. Statius wrote 

...diem beatam 


Laeti Caesaris ebrivmque Circum. 
This was perverted by one scribe into 


diem beatum 
L. C. ebriamque Circum, 
and by the next into 
...ebriamque Circen. 
The name of Circe was fresh in his thoughts from 1. 3. 85 and 
a regrettably conscientious regard for grammar—to the neglect 
of sense—contributed to the blunder. In the scriptura antiqua 
(the script of P?) ct and @ are practically indistinguishable, 
and the letter p was interpolated here as elsewhere in the 
Silvae (e.g. Plyadum for Hyadum, f. 3. 95), perhaps from the 
ligature connecting -que with Circen. Palaeographically, then, 
the history of the corruption is clear. As regards the sense, it 
will appear on an examination of the passage that the one 
word absolutely essential is a word to indicate the scene of the 
carnival, and anticipate the (otherwise) abrupt allusion to the 
linea in the next verse but one. A reference to Suetonius 
(De vita Domitiani, § 4) at once suggests the Circus (the 
rapidus Circus of Silvae, 11. 5. 15): 


Spectacula assidue magnifica et sumptuosa edidit non in 
amphitheatro modo, verum et im Cutrco...Nam venationes 
gladiatoresque et noctibus ad lychnuchos; nec virorum modo 
pugnas sed et feminarum. 


Time and place are then duly specified, and the poem proceeds 
naturally to a description of the revel. 


Pt 
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It may be added that of previous conjectures the two most 
attractive, Thomson’s noctem and Bentley’s Romam, are palaeo- 
graphically impossible, although from the latter we may infer 
that Bentley felt the necessity of eliciting from parcen a word 
that would supply us with the scene of the carnival. 

The following notes deal with a variety of miscellaneous 
points, 

i. 3. 17, for the pointless niveae read vivae. A lake- 
side in a wilderness (tesca 14) would hardly be ‘lipped with 
marble”! and to translate “now lipped with marble” is to do 
violence to the language. Vivae—natural, not artificial, as in 
line 41, wivamgue adgessit harenam—became first nivae and 
then niveae. 

Similarly at 1, 2. 23 we ought perhaps to write excipis 
et dominae wis a vultibus obstas = “shelter your bride’s 
glowing glances, wivid looks.” It would be strange that 
niveis (M) should recur so soon after the niveos artus of line 
20; for the expression (vivi vultus) ef. 11. 1, 232. 

Il, 6, 42. 

Qualis +bellis iam casside visu 
Parthenopaeus erat. 
Read perhaps (from Thebaid rx. 237) demissa casside. The 
Picture suggested appears to be that developed at length in 
lines 699 sqq. of the Ninth Thebaid, 
Ast ubi pugna 
Cassis anhela calet, resoluto vertice nudus 
Exoritur ete. 


Demissa, at 1. 2. 154, has caused similar trouble. There the 
Word is corrupted into deiwssa and decussa, so that its distortion 
here need cause no surprise. But ef. C. R. xvi. 345 b. 
v. 2. 118—120. 

Gaetulo sic pulcher equo Trolanaque quassans 

Tela novercales tbat venator in agros 

Ascanius, miseramque patri }flagrabat Elissam. 
Nowhere else in Latin is flagrare used transitively, and there- 
fore Heinsius emends to flammabat and Unger, on the authority 


10—2 
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of Solinus, to patre inflagrabat. The occurrence of the singular 
error flaca for Daca at Iv. 2, 66 suggests however that the 
words patri flagrabat Elissam are here a corruption of patri! 
<in>dagabat Elissam, i.e. “ brought Elissa into his father’s 
toils.” This use of the verb, for which L. and 8, quote no exact 
parallel, would be helped by the meaning of the substantive 
indago ; and it will be remembered that throughout the Fourth 
Aeneid Virgil represents Dido as a hunted creature. So, at 
the-close of her last appeal to Aeneas, she speaks of herself as 
ensnared (capta, line 330); and earlier in the book (line 84) 
Virgil had written 

Aut gremio Ascanium genitoris imagine capta 

Detinet. 
Here too a less artificial writer might have said 

miseramque patri capiebat Elissam : 

but, with venator just before, the more picturesque word is 
doubly effective. Only on metrical grounds does this con- 


jecture seem open to suspicion, for the line looks so like a 
conscious reminiscence of Aeneid 11. 674, 
parvumque patri tendebat Tulum, 
that one would prefer a reading which should preserve that 
rhythm ;—perhaps placabat, Dido being regarded as hostile to 
Aeneas, until won over by the beauty of his son, which in 
Virgil influences her passion. For this use of placabat cf. line 
90 above, omnes vultu placare novercas: and v. 1. 259 sq, 
Reges tthe tristis Averni Placat. 
The Silvae are full of echoes. One such appears to underlie 
the Ms. reading in V. 1. 6, 
Meretur, 
Ut vel Apelleo vultus signata colore 
Phidiaca +vel vata manu reddare dolenti. 
Read (for a word is required with which, not less than with 
signata, vultus may be joined. Otherwise nata (M®) or -ve renata 
1 The elision does not appear to be Lucretius, mm. 954. Add Thebaid vm, 


any harsher than those quoted from. 851, Ipsa diu inspectis, where how- 
Statius by Lachmann in his note on ever P reads diu positis. 
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might pass) Phidiacave omnata manu etc. and compare 
Propertius 11. 9. 15, 


Phadiacus signo se Iuppiter ornat eburno ; 
while at 1. 3. 24 . 
Litus utrumque domi, nec te mitissimus amnis Dividit 
we ought probably to write 
nec <c>lementissimus amnis, 


an echo from the Metamorphoses of Ovid (1x. 116). The 
accusative te, as the passage stands, is incomprehensible. 
Vopiscus is not addressed till the end! of the poem and the 
object of diwdit is ea, sc. litora, to be supplied from Litus 
ulrumque: “Both banks are within the pale of home, un- 
estranged by the kindly river.” Nec enim mit. amnis is not 
easier palaeographically but is perhaps worth suggesting. 


At 1. 2. 184—6, 


Quod nisi me longis placasset Iuno querelis, 
Falsus hitic pennas et cornua sumeret aethrae 
Rector, in hanc vero cecidisset Iuppiter auro, 


two possibilities are worth weighing. In a Ms. in which the 
letters m and w (or v) are almost indistinguishable vero may 
have arisen from nro, i.e. nostro, a word which would give a 
good sense here: cf. nostra myrto and nostrae columbae in 
Cupid’s speech above. Nostro cecidisset Iuppiter auro would 
mean, “I would have made love visit her in a shower of gold.” 
Venus would thus be associated with the wooing of Danaé 
by Statius as she is by Horace in his “Ni...luppiter et Venus 
nsissent” (C. 111. 16. 6). But there is force in Markland’s 
atgument that an epithet is required to balance falsus in the 
Previous line : “quare vero auro cum falsus sit aethrae Rector ? 
Immo potius falso auro.” Such an epithet can be obtained, 
with a minimum of change (@ for er, ct. fata for festa, in 
fl. 7. 90), by reading vano?, in its Virgilian sense of false, 
deceitful, .So, in the Aeneid, Vane Ligus (x1. 715), for False 


‘In line 41 the words tibi tota are 2 Similarly at v. 2. 40, quae fuga 
“orrupt : Statius probably wrote Qua  vana ferocis etc. may be right. 
ne voce quiesetc. Sibi tota, Postgate. 


$$$ 
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Ligurian: vanwm etiam mendacemque improba finget (11. 80), 
“a cheat and a liar” (Mackail) and 
Ni frustra augurium vani docuere parentes (1. 392) 


“except my parents were pretenders” (id.). If Markland’s 
view of the passage is correct, there is, it seems to me, a strong 
probability that Statius——with his notorious love of Virgilian 
diction,—wrote here: 
in hance vano cecidisset Iuppiter auro. 
For the transference of the epithet from the god to the gold, 
ef, Iv. 6. 77, 
periuroque ense superbus Hannibal. 
In two passages we seem to have echoes from the Thebaid, 
to which attention may here be drawn. 
Sint quibus texplorent primos gravis arte molorchos:+ 
Quaeque secuturam religent post terga phaselon, 
m1. 2, 30, 31. 
Maecius is sailing to Egypt, and Statius charges the Nereids 
to hurry to the big ship (celsa ratis, line 19), prepare it for the 
voyage and help it out of harbour. In lines 26—32 the 
various parts of the tackle are enumerated, sheets, sails, thwarts, 
rudder, anchor. Only in line 30 is there any difficulty. Now 
if Domitius was right in regarding eaplorent as a blunder for 
exploret, what we want to find first in the remainder of the 
line is, a subject for the verb, and @ priort we should expect 
that subject to be the ship itself. I suspect that in gravis 
arte is concealed the rare word quatrieris and that Statius 
wrote 
Sint quibus exploret remos quatrieris iniquos. 
“Let there be some to help the big ship try its unwieldy oars.” 
The passage must be interpreted by the light of Thebaid 
VI. 19—22, 
Ceu primum ausurae trans alta ignota biremes... 
Tranquillo prius arma lacu, clavumque levesque 
Explorant remos etc. ; 


biremis there corresponds, I take it, to guatrieris here, and 
leves in that context to iniguos in this. The corruption arose 








CONJECTURAL EMENDATIONS IN THE SILVAE. 151 


from the scribe’s ignorance of the rare word, which, with a 
change of two letters only, he recast! as gravis arte. This 
involved the distortion of the epithet. Now iniquos is not 
unlike mlchos, and with the recollection of the name Molorchus 
fresh in his mind from ur 1. 29 he imagined a contraction 
and wrote Molorchos. The epithet iniguos well suggests the 
ponderous weight and varying size of a quadrireme’s oars. 
like vanus in the passage just discussed it is a Virgilianism. 
Ci. sub amiguo pondere rastri (G. 1. 164) where Facciolati 
tightly renders the word “ heavy,” “ unwieldy.” 

It would certainly be strange that in so full an enumeration 
of the ship’s points there should be no mention of the oars, and 
that is in favour of remos, which is Krohn’s conjecture. He, 
however, keeps gravis arte and accepts molybdis (preferring 
the form molybdos) from Salmasius. Scaliger’s artemo is open 
to three objections: (1) the form (artemo for artemon) is 
only found in one passage of Lucilius; (2) the authorities 
State that the artemon or dolon was a very small sail, ie. 
levis not gravis; and (3) it seems impossible to elicit from the 
fragment lorchos any satisfactory complement to the line. 
Professor Phillimore’s Coros lets loose upon the ship two winds 
at once* (cf. line 28, vos zephyris aperite sinus; and 46, soli 
*phyro sit copia caeli), while lembos (Vollmer) and barcas 
(Klotz) present but few attractions. The antithesis, which my 

“Onjecture gives, between the great quadrireme and the tiny 
ski ty (of line 31) following in its wake’, is quite in the manner 


of Statius and recalls an image in the first book (4, 120) 


* Of. his palam est vidique, u. 1. 
a - and such blunders as (e.g.) sese- 
Me sui tui se credit in the uss. of 
Cutealius uxty. 55. In gravis arte I 
Med a “correction” of queris atri, 
thee shape which by transposition 
Mxtrieris might receive at the hands 
of & bewildered copyist. 

* Op. however Gellins, 1. 22. 21sqq. 

= A contributory detail is that this 
TA ding clarifies the meaning of post 
teres in 31. We are told, too, that 


— 


these big vessela ‘‘of the 6-fold, 7-fold, 
8-fold type” (and presumably also of 
the 4-fold type) “‘were all built by the 
Ptolemies, or by those who had come 
into frequent connexion with them.” 
C. AR. xix. 373 b sq. This ship is 
making the Egyptian voyage. 

On the size, speed, and handling of 
a quadrireme Cicero’s description of 
the Centuripina (In Verrem, 11. 5. §§ 88, 
89) is worth comparing. It presents in 
some points a remarkable parallel. 


ceo 
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Immensae veluti connexa carinae 
Cumba minor, cum saevit hiemps, pro parte furentes 
Parva receptat aquas et eodem volvitur aestu. 


Cf. also v. 1. 242—246. 
At v. 3. 127, 


Graia refert Hyele, ¢gravis qua puppe magister 
Excidit ete. 


grams may of course be a slip for gratus, well-beloved, an 
epitheton ornans; but I suspect that it is rather an instance of 
the same kind of error that Prof. Phillimore postulates fourteen 
lines above at line 114, and again at Iv. 5. 17, and at v. 1. 30, 
and that it has arisen from a repetition of the first syllable 
of the line, gra-, and the dropping of the final -dua before the 
following -qua. At any rate in the absence of any other 
satisfactory emendation, it is worth while considering whether 
Statius did not write 
vidua’ qua puppe magister 
Excidit ete. 


Cf. Thebaid x. 13, 14, 


Ceu mare per tumidum widuae moderantibus alni, 
Quas Deus et casus tempestatesque gubernant ; 


while the same book (182—185) yields yet another reminiscence 
of the fate of Palinurus, in which the epithet viduus again 
appears,— 


Non secus amisso medium cum praeside puppis 
Fregit iter, subit ad veduz moderamina clavi 

Aut laterum custos, aut quem penes obvia ponto 
Prora fuit. 


In the Bodleian ms. (Klotz’s F) I have noticed at 1. 2. 98 
the somewhat curious error vectis for vatis. It 1s generally, 
though not universally, believed that F is derived from M. If 
it was not: if we may assume that in the Codex Poggianus 
the letter @ was so formed that the copyist was liable to 


1 This is, in effect, Ellis’s grauwidus shorn of its: first syllable (gra-), for 
- nidua=uidus. 
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mistake it for ec, three passages in which it has been usual to 
assume a lacuna would admit of a simpler solution. 
Thus in the Tiburtinum Vopisci, 1. 3. 9 sq. 


Ipsa manu tenera tecwm scripsisse Voluptas. 
Tunc Venus Idaliis unxit fastigia sucis etc. 
read 


Ipsa manu tenera (tantum scripsisse voluptas !) 
Huic Venus ete. 


and translate—‘ Venus herself with dainty hands (it is a joy 
€ven to write the tale!) has anointed his house” etc. So in 
the Preface to Book v. Statius says: uxorem enim vivam 
amare voluptas est: and in II. 1. 188 there is a similar infinitive, 
me puero dura ascendisse facultas. A goddess Voluptas is 
hardly to be met with outside the De Natura Deorum, except 
in the dubious lines in the Thebaid, x. 100 sqq. and in Silius 
Italicus (xv. 18 sqq.), and Silius represents her as a very 
undesirable divinity. What she is doing in this galley it is 
not easy to see. The parenthesis is quite in the manner of 
Statius, and not more than ordinarily abrupt, cf. e.g. 1. 2. 74. 
At Iv. 4 101—3, 


Iamque vale, et penitus voti tibi vatis honorem 
Corde exire veta: nec enim Tirynthius almae 
Pectus amicitiae etc. 


the much-emended Tirynthius seems sound enough’. It would 
4@ppear from lines 8,9 and 66 sqq. that Marcellus was a man 
Who would both invite and appreciate the compliment of being 
COmpared to Hercules. I would read Parcus for Pectus, and 
Understand the sense to be :—“ Good-bye, and do not grudge 
Me your friendship, for Hercules too, your prototype, was 

Vish of his love.” Pectus came in from the influence of 
Corde above, and remained, unsuspected, because pectus 
aMicitiae happens to be a proverbial expression for true 
friendship. (Cf. eg. Martial, 1x. 14. 2.) But to assume a 
&cuna is a needlessly drastic measure. For the use of parcus, 
cf. Silius x. 30, 

Prima acies non parca fugae, etc. 


1 Bentley’s te certius is the most attractive correction. 
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Last, and this suggestion I offer with some diffidence, at v. 2. 
109 sq. 

Stupuere Patres temptamina tanta 

Conatusque tuos; +nec te reus Ipse timebat. 


In Silver Latin vates sometimes has the meaning ‘oracle,’ 
and here the word might conceivably be used of the defendant’s 
counsel. Vati is palaeographically so easy that one is tempted 
to think it right. Vati reus ipse timebat, ie, the natural 
order of things was reversed: instead of the advocate being 
anxious for his client, the client was anxious for the safety 
of his advocate, so daring was the defence. This use of the 
word vates might well perplex the scribe, and if the first 
syllable were once corrupted, as it easily might be, the lesser 
change, ti to te, would naturally and indeed inevitably follow. 
At 1. 3, 24 (discussed above) there is a similar possibility’: 
but the explanation I have offered seems more likely to be the 
true one, 


1. Praefatio, line 31, Nam Claudi Etrusci testimonium 
+domomum? est. 

Read perhaps <in> promptu est. The preposition was lost 
after the termination of testimonium, and domomum arose from 


a dittography. 


1. 1. 9, Nune age Fama prior...miretur. Age with the third 
person is, if not unparalleled, at least so extremely rare that the 
correction mirator seems essential. Cf. in the Thebaid, Iv. 
32-34, the similar apostrophe 


Nune mihi, Fama prior mundique arcana Vetustas, 
Pande viros. 


I. 1. 15, 16. Iuvat ora tueri 
Miata notis belli, 
Is this Latin? Or is mixta a corruption of maesta ‘ clouded 


with tokens of war’? Maesta and mista are confused in the 
mss. of the Thebaid, at 1. 379. 


1 j.e, Litus utrumque domi vati, ete. 
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L 2. 8 sqq., 
Divasque hortatur et ambit 


Alternum +futura pedem. 
While admitting the attractions of Sandstroem’s furata, I do not 
see how if it is accepted a construction is to be found for the 
words hortatur et ambit. Why should Elegy exhort the Muses ? 
The picture recalls Ribbeck’s view of Amata in the twelfth 
Aeneid (55): Ardentem generum monitura tenebat! But if 
she has a definite demand and petition, the phrase becomes 
natural enough. Below (line 254) we read Ambissent laudare 
dtem. Why not here 
Divasque hortatur et ambit 
Alternum fulcire pedem ? 
Elegy begs and entreats the Muses to heal her weakness 
amd wishes to be thought one of their number. 
In 1 2. 13, 
Ipsa toros et sacra parat +coetuque Latino 
Dissimulata deam crinem vultusque genasque 
Temperat, 
for coetu read comptu, from Lucretius 1. 87, 
infula virgineos circumdata comptus. 


So at v. 5, 34 incompte is, in M corrupted into incomite. 


1. 4. 60, 61 ought perhaps to be restored as follows: 


Respicit, im tectis residens securus alumni, 
Progressusque foras: Hue mecum, Epidauria proles, 
Hue! ait invadens etc. (residens, iam Baehrens), 
The whole passage seems to be corrupt; precidem can 
becwily be a mere misspelling of pridem. For invadens cf. Aeneid 
IW" _ 965 continuo invadit. 
_ At v. 3. 99, for leones read perhaps severos, The “jingle” 
°f Domitius’s tenuare...tenores offends, and the expression itself, 
i tenores, is almost unparalleled. Zenor in this sense does 
>t seem to occur except in Terentianus Maurus. I understand 
eea008 to be a substantive, as in Martial (111. 20, 6), 
Lascivus elegis an severus herois, 
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and find here a similar antithesis between the gavety of the 
elegiac and the martial tone of epic. The change is by no 
means so violent as at first sight it appears to be, for a scribe 
who perverts Trachinia into intracia (111. 5. 57) might quite 
possibly transform severos into seroves, a vow nihili, which 
would account,—more easily than tenores,—for the senones of 
Domitius’ Mss., as well as for the leones of M. For the use of 
the epithet one may compare Horace’s 
severae musa tragoediae (C. IL. 1. 9). 

u. 7.128. AcM. The ad of the codex Laurentianus points 
surely to At. Cf. Horace, Serm. I. 6. 87. 

ut. 5.78. For et we ought maybe (as at I. 2. 180, Otto) to 
restore haec. In prose the order of words would be 


Haec nostra Parthenope. 


The Tenuis Parthenope of this passage suggests that the strange 
auvenem of I11, 1. 92 is a copyist’s error for tenuem: read 
Tune, inquit, largitor opwm, qui mente profusa 
Tecta Dicarchei pariter tenuemque replesti 
Parthenopen etc. 


At 11. 1. 163, 
Haec ego nascentes laetus bacchatus ad aras, 


to escape the intolerable sibilation, we must surely either 
accept Markland’s laetum bacchatus, or, in view of the fondness 
for verbal nouns in -tor that Statius shows, write the line thus: 


Haec ego nascentes laetus bacchator ad aras, 


comparing for the confusion of final -ws and -or the well-known 
instance in Horace, Epp. 1.-15. 37, and, for the rare word, 
rotator and reparator in Statius, in Martial motor. 


At Vv. 2. 122 sqq., Aut quem de turribus altis 
Arcadas Ogygio versantem in pulvere metas 
Spectabant etc., 


it seems very doubtful whether the expression versare metas 
is possible Latin. If Statius has a battle-scene in mind, coetus 
is nearer to the mss, than Markland’s turmas; ef. Thebaid 
Ix. 827, and tv. 305 
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Hos bella coetus iurataque pectora Marti 
Milite vicinae nullo iuvere Mycenae. 


But I suspect that he has forgotten for the moment that the 
Indi Archemori could not be seen from the walls of Thebes, 
and is thinking of Parthenopaeus as a runner. Read, from 
Aeneid 111. 429, 

Arcadas Ogygio lustrantem in pulvere metas. 


v. 3.114, Accepting at 1. 3. 69 the attractive correction 
(apud Markland) secwre for secrete, and at Iv. 1. 46, where 
Vollmer’s retention of the traditional reading with a curiously 
harsh punctuation has been recently endorsed, Markland’s 
own correction, Dux magne for rex, magne, we may well read 
here Pylii ducis for the corrupt Pylii gregis of M. Pylius dux, 
no less than Juvenal’s rex Pylius (x. 246), is a perfectly 
natural description of Nestor and senis (Domitius) is palaeo- 


graphically improbable. 
V. 5. 1. 
Me miserum! neque enim tverbis sollemnibus ullat 
Incipiam. (ultra. Barth). 


In such a connection what are verba sollemnia if me miserum 
are not? The poem is an Epicedion in puerum suum, and at 
L 3. 26 the letters p and 6b are confused. Read, perhaps, from 
Thebaid vi. 2 (sancire novo sollemnia busto), 


neque enim pueri sollemnia busto 
Incipiam. 
If this use of sollemnia,—which might be supported from 
Horace also (insanire sollemnia Serm. I1.),—is inadmissible 
here to express the “wonted prelude,” we might understand 
sollemnia to mean funeral rites and conjecture pueri sollem- 
nibwas altum etc., “ Alas! I cry, for over a child’s grave I will 
utter no lofty prelude”: but this is less probable. 


Vv. 5. 31. Nec eburno pollice chordas 
Pulso, sed incertam digitis errantibus amens 
Scindo chelyn. (pectine, Unger, probante Postgate.) 
_ Fortasse: neque firmo pollice etc.,, a natural antithesis to 
digitis errantibus. So in the first chapter of Sandra Belloni: 














" 
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“They heard a harp accompaniment, the strings being faintly 
touched but with firm fingers.” 
v. 5.34. Iuvat inlaudabile carmen 
Fundere, et incompte miserum lJaudare dolorem. 


Nudare pro laudare, Markland. Read perhaps fraudare, 
ie, “with artless strains to beguile my grief.” Cf. Petronius 
§ 100, line 16 (Biich.) Haec infra fiduciam posui fraudavique 
animum dissidentem, “lulled my misgivings -to rest.” 

One passage more: in V, 3. 61 sqq., 

Atque ibi (me) moresque tuos et facta canentem 

Fors et magniloquo non posthabuisset Homero, 

Tenderet et torvo pietas aequare Maroni, 
torvo as an epithet of Virgil altogether fails to satisfy and yet 
the word seems sound: witness the vain efforts that have been 
made to emend it, the number of which might be swelled by 
tenero, “a sweet tender Virgil”; and divo, hardly bolder than 
Columella’s sideret Maronis, and tempting in its way, both as 
representing the habitual attitude of Statius to his magnus 
magister and as yielding here what the passage requires, an 
effective climax. But both tenero and divo are open to obvious 
objections, as is also the theory that the words et torvo 
represent eterno and that an ef has been omitted at the end 
of the previous line, There is a simpler solution, Read 

Fors et magniloquo non posthabuisse Maroni 
Tenderet, et torvo pietas aequaret Homero. 

Torvus applied to Homer is natural enough, and suggests, too, 
the traditional portraits; while there is hardly an epithet in the 
language more appropriate than magnilocus to the 

: “wielder of the stateliest measure 

Ever moulded by the lips of man.” 


Editors of the Silvae deserve our sympathy, for Baehrens 
was not far-wrong when he opened with the statement that in 
the whole field of Latin scholarship there is no harder task than 
that of producing an acceptable text of these difficult but 
fascinating poems. The manuscripts as they stand are so 
desperately corrupt; there are so many minutiae to sift and 
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assess; so much uncertainty as to what measure of obscurity 
Statius deliberately allowed himself’, and to what depths of 
ime ptitude he was, on occasion, capable of sinking, that we are 
forced willy-nilly to the melancholy conclusion that unless or 
until fresh manuscripts are forthcoming, no final edition can 


ever be produced. 


It is easy to condemn, on the one hand, the radical audacity 
©f Markland, on the other, the stolid conservatism of Dr Vollmer: 
but no one has yet succeeded in discovering the middle course 


between these two extremes. 
Om 


What Cruceus, in 1639, wrote 
one line of the book (Iv. 5. 22) might not unfairly be 


F©peated as approximately true to-day with reference not to 


2 A good illustration of this diffi- 
Sulty occurs at the close of nm. 1, where, 
*®R One of the simplest and finest pas- 
“2-2es in the whole of the Silvae, M 
as and Klotz, Postgate, Phillimore 

™2.qQ westioningly print : 
Ww Ansontes animas nec portitor arcet 
Sc durae comes ille ferae. (dirae 5.) 
ee Commentators, no doubt with a 
‘a of the shoulders, explain that 
Qa © fera is Cerberus and his companion 
Pal ©lhms, Geryon’s dog, and quote 
et, xu. 845, a passage which does 
ae. help much, as Orthrus is there 
ke Xx gindependent duty. Neither there 
— elsewhere have we any hint of 
G3. © © Watch-dogs at Hell-gate. Surely 
bl <= words comes ille can only be a 
= “wader for prompsisse? The converse 


- “<x, promere for comere, occurs in 
3 ~€ uu. 3.71; comptu for coetu (M), 


KX. 2. 13, I take to be a certain 
© ection; while at 1.2.19, F actually 
th, pellax for cessat. Misled by 
i+. ™2¢ resemblances; forgetting that 
ee ‘the Thebaid (1. 455) Statius has 
ta, “9? in a precisely similar construc- 
age (‘‘tecto caelum prohibere quis iste 
Sa <eeit” ?) ; and that Virgil’s ‘ Laetique 
oo “Y'© 8 robore promunt” (Aen. 11. 260) 
<. © unfficient warrant for so unusual an 

‘© DP Lication of the word promo; puzzled, 


cao 
rz 


it may be, by the use of the perfect 
infinitive, although he had met it 
before, in the ‘‘ Naidas elicuisse satis ” 
of 1. 5. 8, and although here it is 
required to balance emissus—the scribe 
divided the word prompsisse as he had 
divided others before and introduced 
this monster into the text as he was 
later to introduce his lions at v. 3. 99. 
The mistake would probably never have 
been made had not Statius added, as 
an afterthought, the words ‘cui... 
Glaucia,” to avoid any ambiguity in 
the sudden apostrophe to the child, 
following 80 closely on the appeal to 
his master. The first draft ran 

sed flectere libens. Ades huc emissus 

ab atro 
Limine—<nam> insontes animas 
nec portitor arcet 

Nec durae prompsisse ferae. 
Nam was restored by Domitius and it 
certainly helps thesense. Translate :— 
‘““Come hither, boy, in freedom from 
that dark threshold. (I bid thee come) 
for stainless souls neither Charon nor 
the stern fiends forbid us to have 
forth.” The correction is so obvious 
and so certain that it must have been 
made long since but for this prevailing 
belief that nothing is too obscure for 
Statius. 



























































THE MSS. OF THE VERRINES. 


n of the Verrines has been generally treated 
i three parts, that touching the sources of 
d the earlier books, that which has reference 
i, of the Second Actio, and finally that which 
! s. and v. The new material which has come 
the ast few years seems to make some re-statement, 
=o vidence can now be adduced to show that it is 
i the criticism of the speeches as a whole, and 
all exiting Mss. belong to either of two originally 
emerge! ence of the Cluni Codex (C)', now at Holkham, 
s. could be considered as competing in authority 
Legit is T774.A (R) which contains in its present form 
= ‘fifth books only. The Cluni Codex may be said, 
| now vw mutilated condition, to account for Books 11. 
it with it and R together criticism has for the 
sa fF vestty sure basis on which to rest. But it has 
ecognised hitherto that for the earlier books as well 
a « equally stable foundation in a Ms. which, although 
1 date than R, can be shown to preserve sub- 
i same tradition along with a larger portion of 
an n now survives in its more famous congener. This 

, cited by Jordan in the Ziirich edition as D, but 
y Soartially collated. This important ms. belongs 
ly part of the XVth century. I have compared it 


ye a 
+ | 
—— 
= 


=; 
10 


ep pereneis, Part ix (1901), Collations from the Codex Clunia- 
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throughout, and may now proceed to give a short statement. of 
the reasons which have induced me to assign it so high a rank. 
That a version of the earlier Verrines existed in the ninth 
century of equal importance with that of the later parts as 
contained in C and R is evident—apart from other considera- 
tions—from the existing condition of the great Paris ms. In 
arguing that R must have originally contained all the Verrines’, 
M. Emile Thomas has overlooked a fact which is as interesting 
as it is conclusive. On examining this codex at Paris I 
noticed at the foot of fol, 80 a mark the significance of which 
ought not to have escaped attention until now, especially as it 
_ may be found reproduced in Chatelain (pl. xxx1), The mark 
in question is Q xxxv. Counting back from the folio on which 
it occurs, I did not indeed find corresponding marks on the verso 
of the last page of each previous quaternion, but I noted the 
binder’s mark on the recto of every succeeding first folio. The 
MS. is a composite one, and must orginally have consisted of two 
volumes, the surviving parts of which are now bound in one. 
In the process of binding the quaternion marks have been 
excised, though the binder’s sign remains to show where they 
came in. Taking then the thirty-fifth quaternion as our point 
of departure, we can count back to the twenty-sixth, which 
commences with the beginning of the fourth book. What was 
contained in the twenty-five quaternions that must have gone 
before? R is, as has been said, a composite codex consisting 
now of (1) In Verrem 1v., v.; (2) De Inventione Libri duo; 
(3) Fragmenta de Rhetorica; and it accordingly might be 
held that in front of the last two books of the Verrines may 
have come some matter entirely different. But a careful 
comparison of each of the surviving quaternions with the 
corresponding pages of the Teubner text gives us a sure basis 
for an arithmetical calculation of a very simple character. It 
can be stated quite definitely that if the copyist of the Regius 
had been writing out the earlier books of the Verrines as well as 
Iv. and V., he would have needed exactly twenty-five quaternions 
to include them all, The inference is irresistible; R originally 


! Revue de Philologie 1885, p. 167. 
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contained the whole of the Verrines'. The problem now is 
how to recover the tradition which must have been embodied, 
Probably in its purest form, in the lost portion of one of the 
most valuable and authoritative of extant Ciceronian mss. I 
Propose to do this by calling attention to the value of two 
Pais mss. which belonged to the library of Claudius Puteanus 
€Claude Dupuy, 1545-1594)% The former of the two is 
Pay. 7775, of the thirteenth century. Unfortunately it is 
CoOnmpplete only for Books Iv. and v., but here as well as in a 
Surviving fragment of the earlier books it can be proved that 
this codex is directly reproduced in the other Ms. to which 
reference has already been made—Par. 7823 (D). It is on this 
round, accordingly, that I propose to place D at the head of 
the mss. upon which we must rely for the constitution of the 
first part of the Verrines. 
Too much importance cannot be attached to Par. 7775, 
w hich, by way of indicating its right to stand alongside of R, 
I shall cite as S. It confirms the tradition of R for Books rv. 
@mnd v., but when we come to compare the two it will be shown 
that S is no mere copy of either the first or the second hand in 
R,, but is more probably an independent version of the same 
Original. I have already reported (Class. Rev. Vol. Xvi. pp. 405-6) 
that of the earlier books two folios alone survive, the second of 
which ends with the words de istius singu; and the fact that 
the copyist has completed his page with these letters justifies 
the inference that—except on the very improbable hypothesis 
Of an extraordinary coincidence by which he happened to end 
& page with what must have been the last words of the Ms. 
from which he was copying—in S we have the original of the 
large family of mss. which contain the earlier Verrines as far as 
istius singu[lari], ii. 1 § 111: after which passage comes in 


2 Cf, Nohl praef. vi. A farther 2 The two codd. under considera- 
Proof that what was originally the tion cannot have been the two Puteani 
Second volume of the Regius is now which Lambinus used, and which con- 
found incorporated with the first may firmed the extracts sent to him, for 

be seen in the fact that on folios 166, Books 1. and m1, from the Fabricianus 
175, and 184 of the codex as we have (i.e. Cluni 498). In Parr. 7775 and 
i now appear the quaternion marks 7823 Books 1. and m1. are wanting, 
Q Vin, Q vit, Q x. and never formed part of either codex. 


11—2 


or 
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all the mss. of this family a blank, followed immediately by 
Books iv. and v. This codex must have been in ‘its present 
mutilated condition in the days of Puteanus himself, for over 
the first folio as we have it now he has written “ex tertio in 
Verrem libro.” It is interesting to note that in both his mss. 
Puteanus calls attention to the lacuna: § containing the note 
“plurima hic desunt,” while D has at the same place “desunt 
plurima ex hac oratione in exr, 78”—the last numeral giving 
a reference probably to some other volume in his library. 
In the group of Mss. at the head of which stand § and its 
copy D must be included all those on which editors have 
mainly relied for the constitution of the text of the earlier 
books of the Verrines, viz. the two codices at Wolfenbiittel 
(G,, G,), the Leidensis and those also which, though they 
cannot now be identified with certainty, we know to have been 
used by Lambinus and Stephanus. To these I propose to add 
two Mss. in the British Museum, Harl, 4105 (anno 1462), and 
Harl, 4852 (XVth century),—the latter of which contains a 
tradition which entitles it to rank as near to S and D as any 
other member of the family. Besides their general identity of 
constitution, all these codices possess one special feature in 
common, the great lacuna in Book y. § 162-171. The resem- 
blances between some of them are so close that Zumpt (see 
p. xii of his preface) thought that D was actually the Ms. 
which had been used by Stephanus—an erroneous opinion 
that was afterwards shared by Jordan’. In the same way some 
have sought to identify one of the Mss. used by Lambinus with 
R; and at first I thought that—failing R—S would probably 
respond to such tests as might be applied; but the indefinite 
methods of reporting prevalent at the time make it impossible 
to state with any certainty that either R or S is to be counted 
among the “vett., codd.” on which the great editor relied, and 
which are cited in his notes as well as in the margin of the 


1 Videtur non differre a Stepha- I call the X family, of which Sand D 
niano,” Aiirich ed, p. 103. It is im- are now to be recognized as the lead- 
portant to note that theimprovements ing members. The symbol used in the 
embodied in the edition of Stephanus  Aiirich edition to denote the ms. used 
came from a codex belonging to what by Stephanus is s. 
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text of the 2nd edition. It may be convenient to designate 
the group of Mss. above referred to as X. They embody the 
tradition which would in all probability have been found in its 
purest form in the Regius (R) if that ms. had come down to us 
complete instead of containing Books Iv. and v. only. Against 
X is to be set a family of Mss. which contains a quite different 
recension, and which we may call Y. At the head of this 
family stands Par. 7776, a Ms. of the eleventh century which 
I have collated throughout for the purposes of my forthcoming 
edition in the Oxford Series, and which certainly deserves much 
moore attention than has hitherto been given to it. A facsimile 
Of one of its folios will be found in Chatelain (Planche xxxI). 
Hitherto it has been known to us, for the earlier books, from 
4umpt, but I regret to say that so far as it has been collated 
at all, it was carelessly collated and is misreported in important 
Places’, 

Alongside of Par. 7776 (p) I propose to class two MSS. 
which I shall call q and r, the former being Lag. 29 and the 
latter Harl. 2687, of which I have made an independent 
Collation. These three members of the Y family contain the 
Whole of the Verrine orations. To the testimony which they 
Offer may be added that of Par. 4588 A, a thirteenth century 
MS. partly collated by Jordan’. 

The distinction between the X and Y families was laid 
down by Madvig in his Epistola Critica ad Orellium (1828), 
P. 7: “est autem codicum in libris Verrinis duplex familia, 
altera quam Gallicam dicere possimus, quia praecipui eius 
Seneris libri in Gallia reperti sunt, altera quam Italicam sive 
Vulgarem: harum familiarum codices perpetuo discreti sunt.” 


1 In the Ziirich edition itis wrongly ginning to end. 

Teported at ii. 1, § 71 (p. 166. 32 Miil- 2 Students of the Third Book of 
ler), where it has trib. mil., and again the Second Actio will be interested to 
at ii, 1, § 73 (p. 167. 33) where it has learn that on finishing his task (in 
T€Perire neminem. Thomas made a__ this ms. Books 1. and m1. follow Books 
More extended use of this codex for rv. and v.) the copyist of 4588 A could 

© Divinatio and for Books 1v.andv., not refrain from expressing himself in 
but his work is very inaccurate, and the language of the following note: 
™M all the circumstances I found it Explicit iste liber improbus atque piger. 
®dvisable to recollate 7776 from be- 
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We shall see in the sequel that such a Ms. as p (Par. 7776) has 
features that put it on a higher level than those XVth century 
mss. which Madvig classes under the head of the familia 
vulgaris. But even his imperfect knowledge of the available 
materials enabled him to lay down rules by which later editors 
have purified the vulgar text. “ Nam multis locisin ea quae nunc 
circumfertur lectione verborum ordinem turbatum esse, oratio- 
nem librariorum additamentis et interpretamentis foedatam, 
pro vera et recta scriptura aliam faciliorem, magis vulgarem, 
minus elegantem et acrem suppositam cum sententiae etiam 
detrimento, nonnunquam ita ut sensus plane pervertatur, 
probari posse puto.” So more recently Schwabe (Philologus 
XXX. 311) constantly refers to “die schlechten Handschriften,” 
not knowing of the distinction that can be made between p 
and the dett. To the latter class belong “ Palatini Gruteri et 
ipsius Gruteri cod. tum Oxoniensis yy, Hydecoperanus, Francia- 
nus primus,” and from these and such as these were taken all 
the early Italian editions, The main ground on which Madvig 
bases the claims of the Gallica familia to higher consideration 
than the Mss. used by the first editors is that it has no addita- 
menta, and in doubtful places gives the more difficult reading: 
“Nam et, quod primum spectari debet, caret multis illis addita- 
mentis quae in altero codicum genere reperiuntur, et in ceteris 
lectionibus ea est ratio ut, ubi codices dissentiunt, in bis ea quae 
propria et recta sed difficiliora aut a librariorum intelligentia 
remota sunt reperiantur, in alteris illis facilia saepe et non 
inepta sed e correctione et interpretatione nata saepe etiam 
perversa et a Tullii dicendi genere aut sententia aliena” (p. 9). 
Cp. p. 25, where he lays down the rule that when omissions 
occur in the X family of what is not essential to the text, the 
words omitted are to be regarded as.‘ additamenta’: “eam esse 
codicum rationem ut quicquid in altera illa familia codicum desit 
quod abesse recte possit, id non in his casu excidisse sed in 
ceteris fraude additum esse iudicari debeat.” Madvig’s polemic 
is directed against the dett.; and his great achievement was to 
purify the vulgar text. But we shall see that part of the 
problem of the criticism of the Verrines is still to determine 
whether, in certain doubtful places, a given reading is am 
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accretion in the Y family or an omission in X. And the fact 
that, if we could go far enough back, we should be able to find 
the common archetype of both families may be illustrated from 
the very first pages of the speeches. In the eighth section of 
the Divinatio (Miiller, p. 102. 26) the words wim gravitatemque 
requirit tudiciorum are omitted (ex homoeoteleuto) in D and 
the other members of the X family. In p, which I place at 
the head of the Y family, I find these words supplied above the 
line by the second hand. The inference is clear: the accidental 
Omission was due to a copyist in the days before X and Y 
branched off into the separate families which we know now. 
Before attempting any more detailed process of com- 
Parison between the two families, it will be advisable to 
Consider the Mss. individually. And first in the X family 
Par.7775 (S). Madvig already had a pretty correct idea of 
the importance of this codex for Books Iv. and v., and also of 
its relation to the Regius. Speaking of R and S together he 
Says (Opuscula Academica, p. 288, note): “nec mirum hos 
Praeter ceteros etiam eiusdem familiae consentire ex uno 
Proximo derivatos, non solum ex communi fonte distantiore 
mec per successionem.” What Madvig failed to note was that 
the earlier part of S is just as important as the later. The 
Gwo surviving folios of the first portion of this codex give in 
fact the key to the criticism of the earlier Verrines. The first 
Of these begins at the 36th chapter of the first book of the 
Second Actio in the words dolobellae occiso (Miiller, p. 174. 14); 
the last ends, as has been said, with de istius singu(luri) 
Cp. 181. 24). Each folio has 43 lines to the page, and contains 
from 63 to 72 lines of Teubner text. I have carefully collated 
these four pages and have compared them with the version 
Siven in Par. 7823 (D), and I can affirm that the two agree 
verbatim et litteratim—down even to points of detail such as 
the division of words and sentences. The following places may 
© cited!: 
174, 23 sodalis istius p; sodalicius SD and Harl. 4105 (which 


me Reference is made throughout to the pages and lines aa in Miiller’s 
t. 
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I shall call K)'; sodalitius G,s> Harl. 4852 (which I cite 
as Z); sodalius G,, Par. 7822. 

174. 27 facillime pSDKZ; facile qr, as in Servius ad Verg. 
Ecl. v. 36. 

174. 30 redit SD (for rediit). 

174. 36 mallioli SD (for Malleoli). 

175. 4 sescenta sint facta SDZ and Par. 7777; sescentas in- 
facta p, corr. man. 2; sesc. facta sint G, (i.e. G,, G,, Ld). 
Here it should moreover be noticed that in the preced- 
ing line 8 and D agree also in giving the same symbol 
for HS, viz. 8S,—a symbol which recurs in both at 8 
and 9 below and also at 184, 37. 

175,87 Myliadum SD (for Milyadum), Here p has in the 
margin “milia civitas est.” 

176. 3 quantum primum SD (for quam tum primum). 

176. 7 sacos SD (for saccos). 

176. 25 protulit produxit 5; produxit D (protulit produxit 
Gh, .) 

176. 26 testium p; testesim or testi sum SDKZ. 

176. 35 dolobella condempnatus est SD. 

176. 37 accussatoribus SD. 

177. 5 condemnato te lecto eo SD (for condemnato et 
electo eo), 

177. 6 quam SDZ; om. G,, LdK. 

177.28 ratio -Q-Q- postumus curtus pqrSDZ. The worth- 
lessness of G, (with which I find Par, 7822—a.p, 1471— 
to be here as always in agreement) is well illustrated by 
the shameless correction ratio quaesturae Q, Postumius 
Curtius. Cp. also 174, 23; 118. 37; 133. 25; 135. 37; 





154, 36%. 
1 This table of sigla will be found ©, next in succession to R. How 
useful for reference :— much nearer to the truth Madvig was 
S Par. 7775. p Par. 7776, may be seen from the following, in 
D Par. 7823. q Lag. 29. which, comparing G, with G,, he says 
K Hari, 4105, 1 Harl. 2687, ‘‘quem equidem etsi est altero paulo 
Z Harl. 4852. antiquior et" minus mendose et im- 
The rest are as in Baiter-Halm  perite descriptus tamen in hac parte 
(Ziirich, 1854). (le. in primis libris) aliquot locis 


2 Recent editors agree in placing exemplaris iam interpolati et mutati 
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178. 9 cum (after tabulas) om. SD. 
178.13 nominis SD (for nominibus). 
178, 24 iis SD (for his). 
179. 6 +p-R,S and so at first D; corr. pR.. 
179.13 utrum ammonitus atemptatus SD (for utrum ad- 
monitus an temptatus). 
Such proofs of identity as those given above would be 
‘ €Mough to justify the inference that the tradition of D may be 
confidently appealed to as representing both itself and S in 
those parts of the earlier Verrines where S is no longer available. 
But we are fortunately able to compare S and D for Books rv. 
ad v., where again the versions are identical’. For these 
books attention may be confined to S, and proof ought at once 
6@ be adduced that in citing the readings of S we shall be 
Traxaking no unnecessary addition to the apparatus for these 
Books as given in the Ziirich edition. On the contrary the 
PFimacy of S alongside of the Regius (R) renders much of that 
=-Pparatus now superfluous. 
At the end of Book tv. S like R stopped originally at the 
‘YOrds calamitoso dies—the remaining seven or eight lines 
ing added subsequently by another hand partly in the space 
tween Books Iv., v. and partly at the foot of the page. The 
S©pyist of D (as also 7822) takes advantage of this addition 
=*™d completes the text. A few instances out of many may 
™2Ow be cited from which it will appear that Par. 7775 owes 
** othing to R and is in all probability an independent copy of 
Phe same archetype. What seems to be the most convincing 
®*assage of all is at v. 117 (Miiller 471. 31) usitatum R (quite 
Etainly) and so a vet. cod. of Lambinus (A): is ita tum SG,.KZ. 
“f£ SS had been directly copied from R, it would have been 
“A *2ite impossible for the copyist to make such a mistake. 
accidentally it should be noted that the agreement of S here 
“YY ith other members of the same family may well suggest the 


=2cGem modo quo longe frequentius in 1 For example, at p. 368, 30 5 has 

Deteriore codicum familia factum est, a marginal note “nota aestimationem 

“i236 interpolantis et mutantis librarii faciendam iudicio studiosorum.” This 
icia aperta habere indico.” Opusc. identical note is reproduced in D. 
“wai. (1887) p. 269. 


bet 
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view, Which we shall afterwards show to be highly probable, 
that the version contained in § influenced later tradition more 
even than that contained in the Regius itself. 

Again stray capitals are found in § just as in R, e.g.: 


394, 34 -L-N- suis. 


398.16 de-L-N-de (for deinde). 
472.16 R gives non ut tam quite plainly, and is correctly 


reported by Jordan’. 


S gives non ut tantum, and is 


followed by DG,K. In the margin D makes the neces- 
sary correction non vitam. 4 combining both readings 
hag: non ut tm vitam liberum. 

397.15 Here § gives the correct reading monumenta requirit 
P. Scipio, in place of the curious inversion found in R, 
(followed by Gy, 4)? monumenta P. requirit Scipio. 


1 Tt will scarcely be credited that 
Thomas here asserts that the first 
hand in BR gives non vitam while R? 
has non ut vitam, and that Jordan is 
in error, On the contrary Jordan is 
quite correct; the Regius has non ut 
tam plenis litteris and the reading can 
not be mistaken for anything else. 
This is not the only error I have noted 
in Thomas's otherwise valuable work. 
For example at 488. 10 Thomas has 
““R comparet.” Here Jordan rightly 
reported comparat from the Regine 
and comparat occurs alsoin SD. Cp. 
also the following :— 

459.19. Here Thomas gives able- 
gato, which is the reading of the Vati- 
canus and the dett., without any 
intimation that Khas abalienato. 

**4601.10. Kolm, loxuriae.”” Here 
the note should have run not ‘prima 
manus’ but ‘primo.’ <A correction is 
made in R by the original hand by 
sub-punctuating and also super-punec- 
tuating the e. Lurwria is also the 
reading of SD and the dett. Cf. p. 
479, 27. 

475. 4. In this passage Thomas 
reads praeposuisse without any note 


though Jordan had rightly reported 
proposuisse from R*, 

482.25. Here Thomas prints Alexr- 
andria in spite of the fact that Jordan 
rightly cites ex Alerandria from the 
Regius. SD om. ez. 

$65.15, “BR illde mamius”; this 
is an inaccurate report of the Regius, 
which as a matter of fact gives illae 
«Ls miimius. | 

* It must not be supposed that the 
symbol }, a8 used in the Zitirich edi- 
tion, refers in every instance to one 
and the same ms, Ate. 102, 21 X is 
cited as the authority for the variant 
video me, but already in Lambinus’s 
first edition he has written “‘quidam 
libri manuscripti habent ‘video me.*” 
It is simply the sign which Jordan 
employed to denote ‘‘ vetus codex Lam- 
bini in marg. 1584.” All that can be 
affirmed with certainty is that the ms. 
or mss. designated by this sign must 
have belonged to the X family. They 
are not cited after singularit in m, 1, 
111. It is especially for Books 1v., vy, 
that in the second edition of Lambinus 
the symbol v. c. is used. Hence it is 
obvious that it was only after the pub- 
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402. 32 Here S gives qui in se rightly as against quin ipse in R. 
A correction to quin ipse seems to have been erased in S. 


44 1.12 
4G. 1 
SLd\KZ. 


inoportunas R: importunas S. 
ipsorum Syracusanorum R: Syracusanorum ipsorum 


424. 3 est hoc RG,q; hoc est SG,Ld. 
44.8. 8 auctorem ...interpretem...commeatum R. ...e ...e 


..u 8S. 


48333. 28 quasise arbitrium R: quas ipse ad arbitrium SDG,. 
4994.14 quae ad iudicium om. R. These words occur in S 
though it omits the ‘iudicium’ which precedes them. 


49G. 22 suisque R. 
licaxtion of his first edition that the 
great editor had enjoyed the oppor- 
tumaity of consulting some codices of 
the X family of the type of RS. Mad- 
vigg indeed, as stated above, thought to 
idematify the vetus codex of Lambinus 
With the Regius itself for Books 1v., v. 
See his Epistola critica ad Orellium, 
PP- 15-17. It is quite as likely that S 
W&s in the hands of Lambinus as that 
he used the Regius itself. For ex- 
QR ple at 454. 15 qui in, cited as from 
\ for quoniam, may have resulted 
form a wrong report of 8, which has 
Q?7@ -written in such a manner that it 
COwar ld easily have been mistaken. On 

© other hand ez ipso d is unique at 

; ~ 22 against RSG,V which give ex 
’Eea : of. 458. 86 € saxo A: a saxo 
RES: ex saxo 3. The fact seems to 
be hat from the manner in which the 

“L€ zations are made it is impossible 
” argue with any certainty. Lam- 

bimaws speaks of ‘codices antiqui 

©xnmiani” (see Zumpt praef. p. xiv), 

“wo libri manuscripti,” etc. An im- 
PORT tant note is that on Book rv. 5 
365, 28) “‘erant arulae quae cuivis] sic 
®8& emendatum in codice Memmiano 
€X = duobus libris manuscriptis et in 
Cwniiatiano ex uno.” Here the codex 

Mennnianus was probably one of the 


suis usque SDG,Z; usque G,K. 


dett. The two mss. referred to had 
the true reading arulae in the margin 
with the authority for the change. 
Among the Paris mss. I did not find 
any which contained this feature. On 
the other hand at 386. 6 Lambinus 
quotes Netyliso from one ms. This is 
the reading of G,Ld. At 389. 6 he 
corrects his text—de his—by noting 
that one ms. has de suis, which is the 
reading of RG;. At 411. 1 he cites 
the Memmianus and the Cuiacianus 
as giving recordatione; this is the 
reading of RG,;. There was a ‘Cuia- 
cianus Gruteri apud Gulielmum ” and 
also a Cuiacianus mentioned by Lam- 
binus. There was also the codex 
Regius Graevii which had Books 1v. v. 
only. At 485. 35, referring to the 
omission partim—necatos, Lambinus 
says hoc totum abest ab uno libro 
manuscripto: the omission occurs in 
RSDG,KZ. The Greek word éd:xatdé- 
O@ncav (484. 3) is reported by Jordan 
from ‘‘R. duo codd. Lambini alii.” 
I find it not only in RS but also in 
Dp, and in the form éSecxawénoay in 
Par. 4588 A. G, tries to reproduce 
the Greek letters in an altogether un- 
intelligible form, while G,KZ omit 
the word, leaving a blank: r also 
omits. 
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In direct succession to 5 comes D (Par. 7823). This Ms., 
which contains nothing but the Verrines, belongs to the early 
part of the XVth century and like 8 comes from the library of 
Claudius Puteanus'. For the Actio Prima and the part of the 
Second Actio which survives, it was very sparingly used for the 
Ziirich edition by Jordan: “non est collatus nisi paucis locis” 
(p. 119). From what has been said already of its relation to 5, 
it will be obvious that D must stand at the head of the 
X family for that portion of the Verrines (the Divinatio, the 
Actio Prima, and the First Actio of the Second Book) for 
which we cannot cite the authority of the Regius 7774 A (R). 

It will be instructive to examine some of the characteristic 
features of this codex and to consider also its influence on the 
tradition of the text: 

100. 5  consilii is omitted in D followed by LdG,KZ Par. 7786. 

100.15 Here apparently after some deliberation (represented 
by a sort of rasura in his text) the copyist of D writes 
quare “plenis litteris” instead of the vulgate gui. In 
this D is followed by G,KZ, as against p and edd. 
Here I am inclined to think that D is right and has 
preserved the tradition which would have been found in 
R if we had it complete. 

102. 26 In this passage D omits the words vim gravitatemque 
requirit iudiciorum, and is followed by LdK. As stated 
above (p. 167), this must have been an early example of 
omission ex homoeoteleuto as it is common to both 
families. In p, the oldest member of the Y family, 
the words vim...requirit are written in above the line 
by the second hand, while the word iudiciorum is 
supplied in the margin. 

144, 4 Here the words cum...dimiserit occur in the Y family 
only (pr): they are omitted by DG,K4Z, Parr. 7786, 
7777 (A.D. 1466). No one will be found to hold the 
view that they are an accretion in p, and along with 
other instances, this occurrence is enough to establish 
the value and importance of the Y family. 


1 Though part of it has been cut folio shows that Par. 7823 belonged to 
away, the library mark on the first the Abbaye de Saint-Victor. 
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li7. 9 Here again the words dictum est...aestimatum are 
supplied from the Y family (pqr). They had been 
omitted ex homoeoteleuto (ablatum...aestimatum) in 
DG, Parr. 7822, 7777, KZ. In the XIVth century ms. 
Par. 7786, which Zumpt sometimes quotes as C, they are 
supplied in the margin. 

The fact that the omission above referred to as 
occurring in both families at p. 102. 26 is indicated in D 
by faint marks, seemingly inserted by the scribe himself, 
may be held to have some bearing on the passage which 
I now proceed to discuss, where there are again in D 
similar faint marks after quaestor: 

101.21 gui praesertim quaestor in sua provincia fuisset 
DALd. 
qui praesertim in sua provincia fuisset G, ; 
qui praesertim quaestor in eadem provincia fuisset G, ; 
qui praesertim quaestor in eadem provincia post me 
quaestorem fuisset pqré. 

The above may be made a sort of touchstone for 
discriminating between the two families X and Y. It 
has been usual for editors to rule ¥Y practically out of 
court, as consisting of late Italian Mss. of the XVth 
century, not knowing that in its leading representative 
p, the Y family carries the tradition as far back as the 
XIth century. 

No doubt in many places p has been corrected and 
even interpolated. So also, as will be shown in another 
paper, has the Vatican palimpsest. In other places it has 
been shown that p alone preserves the text where in the 
Mss. of the other family an omission has occurred; the 
most notable example of this is the recovery from p of 
the words sic abusus est in IL 1. 130 (188. 31); cp. haec 
are p. 475. 6—omitted in RS and G,. In the passage 
above quoted, the question is, are the words post me 
quaestorem an omission in D or an accretion in p? 
I incline to the former view’. Recent editors have 


‘* Zielinski deals with this passage in Ciceros Reden (p. 192). His canons 
his recent volume Das Clauselgesetz oblige him to suggest the change in 


1 


— 
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sought to import more meaning into the phrase “in sua 
provincia” than it would appear naturally to bear: they 
render “in the province of which he was a native,” in- 
stead of “in the province from which they (the speakers) 
came.” Is it not possible that we have here another 
case of omission ex homoeoteleuto? In D, as has been 
said, certain faint marks occur, identical with those by 
which the scribe marks the admitted lacuna at 102. 26. 
Possibly the eye of some early copyist of the X family 
slipped from quaestor to quaestorem and afterwards, to 
fill in the sense, the obvious addition “in sua provincia” 
may have been made in the margin,—while all the time 
the real text 1s preserved in the Y family. The words 
“post me quaestorem” (though editors have not seen it) 
give the explanation of the use of praesertim, viz. 
Caecilius had the special qualification of quite recent 
service in Sicily. For the phrase compare Div. in Caec. 
§ 55 ante hunc quaestorem, I. 1. § 107 post eos cen- 
sores, ibid. § 111 post te praetorem. 

116. 2 D is cited as having acne but as a matter of fact 
the word above the line is not mzttit but mittat. This 
may explain the origin of the reading mittit which is 
common to the Y family (pr) and the dett.; it may have 
originated in the misreading of a doubtful inér for mitt, 
the resulting mttat being soon changed to mati. It is 
interesting to note that while wnérat is repeated in 
LdG, KZ, the scribe of G, decides to give his readers a 
choice and writes intrat vel mottit as part of his text. 
The divergence of tradition at p, 186, 32 may be com- 
pared, V and the Y family giving ire tusswrum, while 
the dett, have ire missurum. Cp. also 221, 19. 

It, may be well to collect at this point instances of lacunae 
occurring in the Mss. of the X family. Where these are found 
in D, it is probable that they had already existed in 8, of 


provincia illa fuisset. This gives a equally common form of the same 
‘vera clausula’(V,). Butifwe accept clausula (Vs), ---|-~-~. 
the so-called ‘accretion,’ we get an 
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which D is a copy: they may in fact be traceable to the lost 

archetype of Rand S$, Those which are common to R and § 

for the Fourth and Fifth Books of the Verrines must certainly 

be attributable to this cause. It will be noted that in most 

instances the lacunae in question are due to parablepsia. 

118,37 fortunasque defenderem. After these words a lacuna 
occurs in D as far as fortunas defendere, 119.7, This 
lacuna is repeated in LdG,KZ Par. 7777; on the other 
hand the missing words are found in the highly corrected 
G,, and in its counterpart at Paris—7822. Here it is 
obvious that some scribe of the X Vth century supplied 
the missing words from a member of the Y family. 

153.33 septem nummos. Dedi stipendio...septem nummos, 
I cite this passage here for the purpose of reporting that 
no lacuna occurs in D: it should be credited to G,. 

In the later books we have similar omissions occurring as 

under : 

374,15-17 where the omission after the words Agrigentum 
peripetasmata is common to RSDG,KZ Par. 7777. 

S77. 34-36 quanti emeris quod...quanti emeris. The missing 
words have here been restored from the Y family (p). 
They do not occur in RSDG,KZ Par. 7777. 


379, 2°7_30 argentum. JDiodorus...argentum. This omission, 


due to the same causes as the above, occurs only in 


G,Ld. There is no lacuna in RDSG,KZ Par, 7822. 


423. 24.95 Here the words from sese antea to cumque eum 


are not found in R, which leaves three lines blank to 
indicate the omission, for which the only reason must 
have been that the archetype was undecipherable. 
Exactly the same omission occurs in SDG, (as well as 
in Par, 7777 KZ) but without any indication of a 
lacuna. In this case the faithful reproduction by R of 
its archetype should certainly be noted as adding to the 
authority of the tradition which it embodies. 


479. 12.13 Tu...ausus es om. RSDG,KZ. 
485. 3 et animo aequo videmus om. RSDG,KZ. 
485, 35 partim in vinclis necatos om. RSDG,KZ. 


A further and more extensive lacuna, already referred to, 
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occurs in the X family from 489, 6 to 493. 1, but is supplied 
by the Y family. The omission must have occurred in what 
I take to be the common archetype of R and § or some even 
earlier codex, In all these instances it will be seen that it is 
the Y family which has preserved and safeguarded the tradi- 
tion; and it is interesting to reflect that the disappearance of 
the codex (or shall we say the edition?) in which the lacuna 
last cited originally occurred would have involved the loss of 
all the members of the X family. By so slender a thread 
hangs the tradition of some of the greatest monuments of 
classical antiquity. 

Before leaving D I subjoin a few additional notes, First as 
to the head lines: I have noted in the earlier Verrines four 
places where headings supplied in the Y family seem to have 
been omitted in the archetype of the X family :—168. 8 Recita 
...Servili: these words are found in p as a headline, also in q : 
in r they are inserted in the margin, whereas they are entirely 
omitted in DG,KZ. The same may be said of 169. 31 Recita... 
domum ; 171. 25 Recita...Thessalus, while in 171. 33 Recita, 
omitted in the X family, should be restored to the text as 
occurring in the Y family (pr). 

The following are marginalia in D which occur also in 
other codd. of the X family: 


166. 3 where circum is supplied in the margin of D by the 
second hand. Accordingly we have circum subicere in 
G,.sKZ Par, 7786. 

172.28 where D has nunc in the text and in the margin al, 
vero: vero G.LdXK., 

180.10 where 8S and D give P. Annius; in the margin D has 
al, C., and so most codd. and the vulgate, 

As instances of the way in which D has influenced later 
tradition, I cite the following: 

103. 28 a vobis om. DLd KZ. 

104.11 aut om, DG,LdsKZ, . 

108. 26 nunc non om. DLdKZ: supp. in margin D*, 


Alongside of D I may briefly classify the Mss. which have 
the greatest affinity to it, and first the Leidensis (Ld). This 


"Ty 
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8. belongs to the beginning of the X Vth century’. It formerly 
belonged to the library of P. Francius (1645-1704). Bake 
describes it as: “foliis tum membraneis tum chartaceis inter 
se mixtis bona manu sed recentissime scriptum.” An account 
of this Ms. is given by E. J. Kiehl in Mnemosyne, 1856. Not 
noticing that the marginal variants in Ld are always the 
vulgate, Kiehl wrongly ascribes them to a MS. of great age, 
older possibly than the archetype of Ld itself. Halm is un- 
doubtedly right (Ziirich edition, p. 324) in closely connecting 
Id and G,A, though he is wrong in holding that they derive 
directly from R*. In view of the position which we must now 
claim for S, it may be interesting to reproduce Kiehl’s stemma 
which sets R at the head of what I now call the X family, and 
sipposes that from R were made two (corrected) copies : “ex eo 


fecensionem fluxisse duplicem correc- R 
tam 4 lib 1 1 —_eoS ees. 
utramque sed liberius doctiusque Gs, BS QT Te 
—— 


correctam eam quam in priore Guel- 
ferbytano habemus dum Leidensis et 
altera Guelf. sic et discrepant et conspirant ut appareat eas 
habere fontem communem librum e Regio derivatum sed a 
Guelf. priore diversum.” Of the instances which Kiehl cites, 
taken from the later Verrines, it may be said generally that S 
42d D now come in to account for the divergences between the 
YOuanger members of the X family and R itself: 
865.10 Praxiteli R, but corr. to e, and so not only G,A 
but also SDKZ., 
863.20 Praxiteli RSG,LdZ. G, alone has Praxitele, while K 
; gives Praxitelis. 
3° 4. 5 (for Attalica) ad italica RSG,: ad ytalica Z: 
ad ytalia Ld. K ; 
ad Italiam G,. 
‘ 7 According to Vollenhoven, though ex quo Regius” (Meusel), is confirmed 


*® Ehe catalogue it is described assaec. by Par. 7775. To it, as the oldest 
SEE, example of the family, may be applied 
*Halm considered G, G, and Ld the words which Meusel uses of G,: 
nerally cited together under the ‘‘Quae codici Regio cum his tribus 

®¥ xubol G,) as of little account, being communia sunt, ea iam in eo libro ex 
omy copies of the Regius. The view quo et Reg. et G, ducti sunt fuerunt” 
oe Others, that they are not direct —de Ciceronis Verrinarum codicibus, 
“Opies, but “ex eodem fonte profecti Berlin, 1876. 

Journal of Philology. vou. xxx. 


G, Ld 





12 
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374.27 tui causam RSG,KZ; 
cui causam G,Ld. 
384. 23 proagrorum R with r expunged, pagrorum SDZ; 
proagorum G, Par. 7822 ; 
pro agrorum G,Ld K. 
381. 3 quem summe provinciae expectabit R; 
q. 8. provincie [ ae G,,] expectabant SDG,KZ. 

Too much authority has hitherto been assigned to Ld; 
even in the tempting aegrotanti for aegrotae (120. 5) it will be 
safer to adhere to the reading of Dp and most other MSS. 
We shall find also that Kiehl and others are wrong in trying 
to connect G, more closely with R than G,Ld. Though possess- 
ing peculiarities of their own (G, in particular has been highly 
corrected throughout) these codd. must all rank after D. Their 
divergences from D are almost invariably depravations of the 
text. I shall continue to deal with each of them in detail, and 
first as to Ld :— 

Here is a passage which would seem to suggest that this 
codex was copied from dictation, 103. 30 dicere quod C. Verres, 
for which K omitting quod gives dicere C. Verres, whereas Ld 
shows dicere se Verres. Examples of carelessness or arbitrary 
transposition are the following from the Divinatio, and for 
brevity I may say that they are all proprii errores in Ld. 
100. 10 praeclaram for iucundam. 

14 fortunis suis for s. f. 
101. 4 veniret for accidisset (again possibly due to the care- 
lessness of a reader). 
102. 1 defendendis sublevandisque hominibus Ld. 
11 cognoscimus. 

With such examples it will be obvious that it is henceforth 
superfluous to cite Ld as though it possessed any special 
authority or significance, when e.g. it omits esse at 102. 35. — 
Even K has esse along with the other members of the family y 
and its omission in Ld is due to carelessness. Cp. the following - 
101. 5 non me defuturum. 

108. 4 est necessario. 
13  arbitror esse. 
19 crimina duo vel maxime. 





Ft 
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104, 27 mea mihi pono, 
105. 29 fortunas nostras. 
106, 21 tu tacitus, 
28 contendere. 
107, 1 tradi. 
29 non tantum, as again 109. 6 non solum, for non modo. 
108.17 tamen om. Ld sol. 
109,29 animos credo. 
34 postulas iudicium. 
111. 1 where Ld omits dicenda and gives demonstranda sunt 
omnia explicanda causa. 
15 elaboratum est. 
1L 2.14 posse putem. 
1E°7.13  criminationem (for opinionem). 
In two passages of the Divinatio Ld has a lacuna all to 
itself: 
14: 2. 10-12 where it shows futurum esse certandumque sit— 
mediis omissis. 
14°97. 4-7 iniuriam ab illo accepisti. Alongside of these I may 
place 366. 8 where again the eye of the copyist has 
passed from reddebant to auferebant in 10, and an 
omission naturally ensues. 


Closely connected with Ld is G, (saec. xv.). A single 
tation might be enough to prove this—379. 27, where a lacuna 
©=X homoeoteleuto occurs in both from argentum <Diodorus... 
to argentum> se paucis in 30. In citing agreements between 
Ga, and Ld, I shall add K, the British Museum codex about 
Which something will be said later on. 


430. 29-30 All three omit the words mirum quendam dolorem 
.. auferantur. 

444.29 maximam ornatissimam. 

445.20 G.Ld give narram for navi. K shows nara. 

So in the earlier books : 

107.33 G.LdK agree in the senseless dicendi tempus for 
tempus discendi which is the reading of all the other 
members of both families. 

112.15 numquid for numquam. 


12—2 
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113. 24 where all three agree with s in omitting iudicim 
131, 22. where all omit eo. 

135. 14 exspoliaret for spoliaret. 

154. 2 quispiam for quisquam. 

168. 8 pararet (paret K) for parasset. 

177. 6 where all three omit quam. 

The following agreements in error between Ld and K 

be separately noted : 
101. 28 institutisque. 
102. 22 se accusatores. 
25 difficultatibus. 
35 us tot. 
105. 30 quod cuivis probare deberet, 
107. 34 om. alterum. 
108.18  recesseris. 
26 om. nunc non, 
35 illo crimine. 
111.56 om, cum. 
113. 20 hune tantum. 
118. 3 om. enim. 
120. 14 de capite de fortunis. 
15 hi semper. 
180. 34 adiecto. 

Lastly to prove a common origin for Ld and K, I need 
cite the passage already discussed 102. 25, where both 
have tried to correct the depravation resulting from the |; 
by reading tamen in hoc atque veterum iudiciorum deside 

At the similar lacuna 168. 17 it is worth reporting 
while G, omits from eam rem to omnes in line 19, K b 
the omission a little earlier at the word desiderabant and 
at sine his in line 18, thus giving three words fewer than 
the beginning of the gap and two words more at the end 
this place the other Mss. of both families are complete. 
parallelisms between G, and K are: 

114. 30 intellige for intelligis. 
146.22 ac sumptui for aut sumptui. 
151. 8 cum vos for tum vos. 
153.19 om, mortui, 
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160.36 om. illis. 
155.10 temporis for ipsis. 
395.32 esse eversurum illam G,K. 
eversurum esse illam RSDLdZ. Here p and the 
dett. give illam eversurum esse. The authority of G,, 
which omits esse is quite insufficient to justify Miiller 
in bracketing the word. Similarly Zumpt erred in 
relying on G, at 446. 18 which should run as in RS 
deinde id quod perspicio et quod. The fact that G, 
omits id quod is of no importance whatever. Cf. 444, 23. 
Alongside of G,Ld may be ranked Harl. 4105 (anno 1462), 
¥2<>t because it contains any new points of very great interest, 
but on the ground that it is obviously so faithful a copy of its 
©Figinal—some lost representative of the X family. The 
S€ruibe seems to have been an unlearned person, but whatever 
he may have had before him he certainly copied with the 
=reatest fidelity and exactitude. The ms. which he transcribed 
*¥. ust have been in a somewhat dilapidated condition, and it 
*S1ay be of interest to state the grounds on which I infer that 
1t was a pretty closely written codex, probably of the XIIIth 
©entury, each page containing about 42 lines of Teubner text. 
To begin with, the pages of the archetype had got inextric- 
=bly mixed up in a way that should perhaps be detailed here 
im order to save any further trouble to collators who may wish 
to examine this codex. At page 119. 18 in the first column of 
the 8th folio after qui vide<batur the copyist goes on without 
= break to 123. 7 depeculatorem. The omission is comprised 
about 85 lines of the Teubner text,—a clear indication that 
the copyist slipped a whole folio in his original, the two pages 
©f which contained about 85 lines of Teubner text. From two 
Pa€ssages we are able to infer even the length of the lines in 
the lost original of K. At 119. 18 the following words vide- 
atur eorum posse have been accidentally omitted from 
®ither the top or the bottom of one of the displaced folios, 
134, 2 the same phenomenon recurs where the missing 
words are acceptae constituta,—about 40 letters in each 
ai composing the missing lines. From 123.7 he goes on to 


27. 27 huius in manibus, 168 line 








s of Teubner text equal to 
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two folios of the Ms. Immediately after huius in manibus the 
scribe goes back to 119. 19 defendere. Hoc timent. From 
119. 19 he first finishes the Divinatio, and then goes on to 
123. 6 cum populo Romano,—again about 80 lines of Teubner 
text. After 123. 6 the copyist goes on continuously 132. 10 
a nobis dicta erunt, and after that the text is continuous to 
134. 21. Thereafter comes continuously (in the same line) 
errant omnium nulla nota from 127. 27: the text is then 
continuous as far as 132. 9 XL diebus, which words are followed 
by sit quid sit quod 134, 21. 

This displacement of folios is perhaps worth recording because 
it shows that the copyist understood his work to be to copy what 
he had before him without questioning. In most instances K 
preserves the tradition of D, sometimes however with character- 
istic inversions which do-not occur in other codd. At 156. 22 
I have noted the curious variant provincia Catonis instead of 
provincia Cilicia. In other places K has evidently been cor- 
rected from the Y family, e.g. 146. 28 quo pK; quos G,Z; per 
quos G, But except from the point of view of the history of 
the text K cannot be said to have much significance. 


More importance should be attached to Harl. 4852, a Ms. 
which I have called Z and from which it would have been 
possible, if everything else had perished, to construct an 
admirable text. When German commentators were paying so 
much attention to other members of the X family, it is some- 
what surprising that no English scholar should have reported 
this most reputable codex. I may give a general description 
of its tradition by saying that while it adheres more closely 
than the others to D, it has the benefit of some corrections 
from the Y family. 

162, 24 optimas Dpq: om. G,Kdett, Z has this word after 
deportasse but with transposition marks. 
142.37 tametsi pKZ: etsi G,: om. Ld. 
144, 7 non est DpZ: om. G,. 
32 dubitarit DprZLd: dubitant G,,K. 
145.18 ad vos pZ: ad nos G,,K. 
146, 30 et ex pZ: ex Gy. 
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146. 21 deverti pZ: diverti G,LdK. 
29 vera DpZ: mea G,K. 
149. 24 inquit pZK: om. G,. 
151. 29 post DpZ: om. G,LdK. 
154. 2 quisquam DpZ: quispiam G,LdK. 
12 nunc pKZ: non Gys. 
24 omnes suas DKpZ: suas omnes s. 
157. 36 illine DprKZ: illi G,,. 
158.25 tenem S: tennem (tennen |. 28) p: temnem r: 
tennem Zs: tenuem G,LdK: Thenuem G,: tenné D. 
159. 1  illinc DpZr: istinc s: istine illine G,,K. 
168. 24 quodquam prG,,dett.: quod quoniam DsZ. 
30 flebat DpZK: flevit G,. 
33 luctum et DpZ Par. 7777: om. GK. 
172.10 concitarant pKZ: ent qrG,. | 
28 nunc DpZ al.: vero G,KA (in mg. of D al. vero). 
175. 1 in (after infimum) pZ: om. GK. 
On the other hand Z shares certain peculiarities with Ld 
and K, eg. 
104. 11 om. aut (before causa). 
108. 13 hasportare. . 
111.37 Z and K rightly read exspectatione omnium; here 
G, gives expectatione hominum, while G, has exspec- 
tatione hominum vel omnium. 
120. 27 om. habet. 
129. 31 a me for ad me. 





It has been already stated that the authority of G, has been 
S8Ossly exaggerated by most previous critics of the Verrines'. 
Noh] for example, the most recent editor, puts it at the head 
of the mss. which he believes to be derived from the second 

4nd in R, with an admixture, especially towards the end, from 
the dett. This was also Halm’s view originally (see p. 324 of 
the Ziirich edition). Zumpt had actually elevated G, and G, 
*Bove R and was very properly criticised by Madvig for so 
doing (Opusc. Acad. p. 330 seqq.). Indeed the great Danish 


: 1 From the Librarian at Wolfen- have been written towards the end of 
Diittel I learn that G, is considered to the xvth century. 
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scholar had already noted the arbitrary and capricious ck 
of the recension contained in G,, at least so far as Bc 
and v. are concerned. “ prior quidem Guelf. hic ut in su 
bus locis nonnulla aperta licentioris mutationis vestigi: 
velut IV. 51. 114 vocasse pro interisse, aedificata cut 
vulgaribus pro coaedificata.” The same readings occu 
congener Par. 7822: in the latter passage it should be r 
that 5 originally had aedificata, but makes the corret 
coaedificata in the same hand above the line. When 1) 
treat of S in detail it will be easy to show how much p 
tradition is than that of G, Meanwhile the following 
cited as passages where G, arbitrarily departs from the 1 
tradition : 


102. 32 atque etiam plausibile. 
35 esse remedium. 
104. 3 necesse non est. 
117. 3 inillius vita nullam. 
143. 36 nullo modo eripi. 
144.14 pecuniam contra leges'. 
159.33 explorataque (here Par. 7822 rightly gives « 
taque). 
36 vicinis for intimis, 
445.11 an licuerit G, against cui licuerit RSDG,Ld 


G, should have corrected to cui instead of an. 
For the following aberrations I am able to report ¢ 
agreement between G, and Par. 7822: 


104, 13 his talibus testibus. 
22 petissent a me praesidium. 

105. 6 et ex privato. 

107.10 et ita causam mutandam. 

123. 25 rp instead of pr. 

133. 25 neque taedeat neque pudeat (with Par. 7822), 
31 om. premitur et. 
32 om, me, 


1 At p. 145, 11 G, has the inversion 
iam me pridem for me iam pridem, a 
reading which Jordan credits to Ps, 


Ase. and the dett., but wh 
report from DKZpr: G, giv 
non pridem., 


135. 37 
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de se umquam (with Par. 7822, against umquam de 


se pKZ: umquam ad se D). 


137.23 et tollere. 
£54.36 neque umquam (with Par. 7822, against nemo um- 
quam pKZ). 
457.32  horum for tuorum. 
E59. 8 loco dem sortitus es. 
I 62. 6 om. quidem. 
17 eiusmodi. 
£65.16 hoc iter. 
25 qua. 
£ G5. 14 nuntiata sunt filio (contra Non. et p). 
EL G‘¥z.15_ occisus esse. 
2 G2.19 quod concupieris quod audieris, 
AF ©. 36 = ubi for nisi. 
AF 1.36 = iuvat te. 
A‘Z3. 2 dici potest pro dignitate. 
21 etiam erat. 
23 arbitrari. 
175.16 om. tibi (contra Non. pKZ). 
A777. 3 ad aerarium rationes. 
179,14 qua cum sagacitate. 


Most of the above are inversions and other kinds of aberra- 
tions which do not occur in D. They are in themselves sufficient 
to prove that, compared with D, G, is hardly worth referring to. 
its tendency to capricious correction is nowhere better seen 
than in the instance already cited from p. 177. 28 (see p. 168 
above). The original of G, must have been a Ms. which had a 
©€rtain number of variants probably written in above the line. 

his may be made to appear from the following passages : 


111. 37 
115. 35 
116_ 21 
117.16 
24 

34 
154.17 


exspectatione hominum vel omnium. 
si parret heam vel si parent et sua. 
denique vel deinde. 

omnibus ceteris. 

parentis numero vel modo. 

platoni vel filoni. 

vel consul sullanus. 
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159. 1 istine illine. 

160. 27 vel huiusmodi. 

162. 28 planium vel pluvium. 

173. 25 cautum vel tum. 

Of Par. 7822 itself, which is dated 1471, it is enough to 
say that it agrees with G, in every particular, but as it stops 
with the words mulierum adversarium futurum it cannot have 
been copied from G, which ends with malebat twelve lines 
ubove. The contrary supposition that G, was copied from the 
Paris codex is equally probable, and it is one of the caprices of 
criticism that so much attention should have been paid by 
commentators to the comparatively worthless Ms. at Wolfen- 
biittel while its Parisian gemellus has been altogether neglected. 
The two following passages may be held to complete the proof 
of identity of tradition. 

159. 8 loco dem sortitus es. 

373. 26 qui ordo adhuc a vobis despectus est. It may be 
noted here that S has qui ordo a vobis adhue ademptus 
est, and supra lineam in the same hand, solis contemptus 
est, which is the reading of R. 

The last member of the X family to deserve notice is 
Par. 7786, cited as C in the Ziirich edition (see p, 178) for the 
second and third books. This is a fourteenth century codex 
and is of a composite character, the second and third books 
being supplied by a different hand, which also fills in the 
lacuna already noted as occurring on p. 118 (Dw. § 65, 66). 
That the writer had several codd. before him may be inferred 
from the marginal note which he sometimes gives—“in aliq. 
codd. est.” 


We come now to the Y family, at the head of which must 
be set the much-neglected Par. 7776 (p)—a comparison of 
which, with D for the earlier Verrines, the Cluni codex for 
Books 1, and 11. and the Regius for Books tv. and v. ought to 
result in a more or less complete establishment of the true text. 
This important codex has hitherto been known only through 
Zumpt and Thomas. For the Ziirich edition, where it is quoted 
as B for Books 11. and 11, Jordan depended on Zumpt. 
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I have already stated (p. 165 note) that Zumpt’s collation 
czamnot be entirely trusted. For example p gives at 166. 32 
tr~ebunus militum as also at 167. 33 reperire neminem. The 
re=covery of the words sic abusus est 188. 31, and such readings 

&<ss moratorum in the Divinatio 114. 4 (formerly credited to the 

(CS aziacianus alone), are enough to show the importance of a new 
c<> Hlation of this important codex, which was for a time wrongly 
& @. @rbuted to the thirteenth century instead of the eleventh. 
Is may be noted in passing that the first hand in p completed 
t em e rubric only for the Divinatio, the Actio Prima and the first 
b<-rok of the Second Actio. Especially in Book Iv. frequent 
b> Et onks are left by the first hand, possibly from the difficulty 
t= e writer had in deciphering his original. 

The main problem in connection with p is to determine 
we ether certain words are interpolations in the family to which 
1@5__— belongs or omissions in the X family. It is not enough to 
¢-m “the passages in which a gloss has obviously crept into the text 
% wad from these to condemn all the rest. For instance at 

1 33. 8 after litis, pqr agree in giving the gloss fide tussores 
f-w—actuum, but we cannot infer from this with certainty that 
we Kren at 130. 6 the same Mss. agree in giving propter tudicium 
reo lcebat, the words propter 1udicium are to be regarded as an 
@<cretion on the ground that they do not occur in DG,sAKZ 
Cuiacianus and Par. 7777. This is the argument which I have 
SOught (p. 173, above) to apply to the difficult passage 101. 22 
Where the Y family agrees with the dett. in showing post me 
quaestorem as against DG,KZ. Similarly at 135. 11 there may 
be Something to be said for cum praesertim planum facere which 
18 the reading of p as against the vulgate cum planum (cum 
Plenum DKZ). Again at 136. 7 some might like to argue that 
°Pportunissimum, which occurs in pr, really belongs to the text. 
““Oubt might even be thrown on Madvig’s authority when he 
1NStructs us to reject at 152. 15 the reading flagitiis peccatisque 
Which p shares with the dett. instead of flagitws DG,sKZ: “est 
©c unum ex infinitis exemplis interpretamenti per particulam 
8diuncti; nimis enim lenis est haec vox et vulgaris post grave 
os Proprium flagitiorum nomen.” 
Xn a final judgment as to the relative value of the X 
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and Y traditions we shall find that a comparison of the 

Vaticanus (V) is one of the most important factors. But V 

must form the subject of a separate paper. A list of passages 

will be given further on, when the detailed readings of 5S are 

dealt with; meanwhile two places may be noted in which V 

supports p and the vulgate against both R and 58. 

369. 33 habuisse illa Vpé: illa habuisse RS. 

370. 37 quantam Vpd: quam RS. 

An interesting passage is 185, 34 where I can now report 
id iwrare from p, confirming Klotz's conjecture ; ; ad iurare V; 
iurare id qr; iurare cett. 

The following are places where the true text seems to be 
established by the agreement of Dp as the best representatives 
respectively of the X and Y families: 

103.26 dicis DLdUG,sAKZpqr; dices G,é edd. 

113. 5 si enim mihi hodie pr (probably also 9): so also D 
but with compendia that may help to explain the 
corruption si » m hodie; 

si enim hodie mihi Z; 
si hoe mihi die G,Ld: 
si hoc mihi hodie Y, 

126. 8 tam patria cuiusquam DpKZ cum plerisque: here 
the second hand in p has cutusqguam above the line in 
front of tam, whence r (ie. Harl. 2687) has probably 
derived its cuiusquam tam patria cuiusquam, while 
recent edd. with q and ¢ give cuiusquam tam patria. 

150. 2 molliorem (moliorem pr) DZpqr; 

meliorem G,K. 
34 nostra esset DKZp: esset nostra G,. 

151. 3 virorum bonorum DKp: bonorum virorum G,: bono- 
rum om, Z. 

145.15 Here p rightly gives tra for vestra. D has a similar 
compendium in such lettering that it could easily have 
been misread; consequently KZ show nra and Gs 
nostra. 

151. 29 post DZp: om. G,LdK. 

164.11 munus illud suum DZp (Par. 7777): illud munus 
suum G.K: munus suum illud G, Par. 7822. 


167. 1 
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quo. tempore quidem DZpr cum plerisque: quo 


tempore ipse quidem G,K. 


170.19 
1°70. 31 


perpetua confirmat Dp: confirmat perpetua qr. 
moriendum sibi potius DZpr: moriendum potius sibi 


G,: sibi moriendum potius K. 


1°74. 27 
175. 25 
178. 37 

ab. 


facillime SDKZp: facile qr (Serv. ad Verg. Eel. v. 36). 
existat SDKZpr: exeat G,. 

nihil oporteat S*7DZp: nihilo poterat SG, Par. 7822. 
ac SDKZp: aut Prise. 


The following are cases where the tradition of p diverges 


for the 
125. 27 


better from that of D: 


cul et legatus pqr: 

cui ille (illa Ld) legatus DG,LdsZ: 

cui |, legatus G,: 

cui |. ille legatus K. 

paratus pré Schol. Prise. : om. DG,sCKZ. 

equitibus -r- (for Romanis) p (cf. Cod. Clun. 265. 20): 
om. G,KZ. 

quo in numero p: quo e numero DG,,sAZ. 

cognosset pqr: cognoscet DsKZ: cognosceret cett. 

simus p: sumus G,,sKZ. 

ornabat pr: honorabat DG,,KZ. 

fecisses p: legisses DG,sKZ (cf. 162. 14 fecit p: 
legit ¢: legis GK: leg Z). 

consul p (per.compend.): om. G,,KZ. 

hominibus p: nominibus DG,sKZ. 

verum p: utrum G,,KZ. 

mali pq: om. DG,sKZ. 

ille pq: om. DG,,sADZ. 

mane homines pé; homines mane DG,AsC. 

oratio p: ratio DG,sKZr. | 

multa pqr: multum DG,sACKZ. 


‘reperire neminem pq: neminem reperire DG,sCKZ; 
here Zumpt and Jordan cited p wrongly as giving 
neminem reperire. (The case is at best a doubtful one: 
cp. 146. 1 where pq agree in tudices quisquam, against 
quisg. wud. DKZ.) 


V75. 28 oat pr: om. SDG,sKZ. 
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176. 26 testium p: testi sum (or testesim) S primo, KZ. 

178, 34 ex pé Prise, Schol.: om. SDG,KZ. 

179.13 an temptatus p: atemptatus SD: attemptatus G.Aéds: 

attentatus Z. 

368. 34 Here pq and the dett. give numquam enim si denariis 
quadringentis: RSD agree in numquam -}- CCCC. 
Here the question is—should enim be part of the text ? 
In all probability it should. In any case RSD omit si 
just as they do again before HS in the similar passage 
at 374, 23. 

To these should be added the crucial passages already 

cited : 
144. 45 where an omission in X is supplied in pr. 
157. 9-10 where an omission in X is supplied by p and the 
other members of the Y family. 
174, 23 sodalius istius p: sodalicius SDK: 
sodalitius G,sZ: sodalius G, Par. 7822. 
188. 31 sic abusus est pqr: om. X. 
457. 7 quisquam omnium p Par. 4588; om. RSG,KZ. 

Next to p must be placed a Ms. which editors have kept 
somewhat in front of the rest of its class—Lag. 29 (saec. Xv.). 
This MS, (q) contains the Verrines only, The full collation which 
I have made of p probably renders superfluous any further 
attention to q, though the fact that I have ascertained that the 
missing words “sic abusus est” 188. 31 actually occur in q is 
enough to show that it has been somewhat - inadequately 
reported’. The derivation of q from p may be established from 
the following places: 

148. 29 instead of verum vobis (D) p has ueri euobis: q gives 
verum et vobis (and is followed by r). ; 

158. 36 p' has que delegatos corr. by same hand: quae ad 
delegatos q. ; 

159.19 cophium p and q'. 

1 Cp. Miiller, Adnot. Crit. xci: quibus tamen ipsis facile cognoscitur 
Codicis Lagom. 29 collationem incho- quanta fuerit Lagomarsini neglegentia, 
avit Reifferscheid, sed nec ultra § 63, quamque sit optandum ut inchoatum 


lib. iv progressus est et notata negat opus perficiatur. 
se iterum accuratius examinasse; ex 
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169. 24 ut ab se atque ab liberis suis. Here p omits ab 
liberis and is followed by the first hand in q; a later 
hand in q supplies the words above the line, and so 
Lag. 42 and other late mss. As against pq, the third 
member of the Y family (which I call r) has a liberis 
which is the reading also of DG,Zsd. G, gives simply 
liberis. K omits atque ab. I incline to think that the 
true reading here may be a se atque suis, though of 
course sibi ac liberis suis 1s a common collocation in 
Cicero (135. 27: 164. 9). 

173. 2 Here p and the first hand in q agree in omitting 
tacerl. 
185.18 commemorarem pq’. 
31 quisque pq. 
187.29 om. ordine pa. 
193. 5 where for neve redimito p gives neuere dimitto a q 
ne vere dimitto. 


As I am anticipating about r I may as well give a short 
Gescription of this Ms. before going further. It is Harl. 2687, 
&M Italian ms. of the middle of saec. xv. and seems to deserve 
More attention than has hitherto been given it, at least for the 
Carlier Verrines. It contains also the Philippics, for which it 
has been collated by Mr A. C. Clark. This Ms. certainly stands 
1M close relation for the Verrines to p and q, though it is not a 
Mere duplicate of either’. Mr Clark called my attention to 
the fact that at 492. 2-3 r omits in crucem...tum fueris which 
is One line in q; but in spite of that I can affirm that certainly 
1M the earlier books of the Verrines r is no copy of q*—in proof 
©f which the following passages may be cited : 


102. 7 praeditus scelere q (a gratuitous inversion): scel. 
praed. r. 


* For example at 209. 6, the words —stilum are omitted in r. These 
PTrimun.. .educamus, which are omit- words must obviously have formed a 
im r, form a single linein p. This single line in the ms. from which r 
©xplains the original source of the was copied. This was certainly not 
©Daigsion though it does not of course q, as I find on a reference to the 
‘ollow that r is directly copied from p. librarian at Florence, that the words 
It may be of interest to record in question are not comprised in one 

t at 236, 1-2 the words adferrentur _ line in q. 
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103. 26 esse r: om. pq. 
112, 9-10 quidem...futurum om. q: no lacuna in r: cp. 
218. 19. 
118.15 causa est r (Dp): est causa q: est om. 6 At 
124. 1-3 r has a lacuna pertimuisse...invidiaque. 
119. 20 relictos esse DprKZ: esse relictos q (esse om. 
Arusianus). 
127.18 pras text: constituta sit ab eo q. 
130. 21 deiicerer pq: deliceret r. 
32 lamr: eam q. : 
150. 14 nos p: non qr. 
152. 26 perlectorum q: perductorum r., 
157.17 illar: om. pq. 
163. 23 monebant q: admonebant pr. 
172. 8 nongq (pZal.): nonne r. 
181.35 ego prC: om. q. 
182. 9 nostra p codd.:; paterna q: nostra paterna r, 
185.32 <A pr: om. Vq. 
190, 26 summo pudore et summo officio pr (om, et V): 
summo officio q. 
27 O multis indomiae acerbam q: indomiae om. p. 
194. 4 tutor ademisti pr: tutorum una adem. q. 


h 
257.30 hodii cum q: odii cum r, R (i.e. Rhodii) being added 
by man. 2. 


At 169. 31-33 r follows p even in the detail of leaving 
room for a capital B at Bellum, the title immediately preceding 
being in both Mss. written in the margin. Agreements between 
all three codd. are as under : 


157. 9-10 . dictum est hoc...aestimatum pqr soli. 

176.18 The first hand in p has added pestem above the line: 
this gives rise in qr to pestem tempestatemque instead 
of tempestatem pestemque. | 

195, 22 stetisse cum V: stet esse cum p! (ut Par. Lall.): tet 
esse cum p*: ter esse cum qr: testis secum dett. 

218.19 vetuisti pqr for noluisti. 

236.11 et facit coram omnibus esse pr Par, 4588 A. 

285.31 et ls.,.malueris om, pqr. 
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28.10 tanta om. par. 
13 ulla om. pqr. 
The following differences may be noted as showing that r is 

not derived solely from p: 

101. 6 sua utr: om. p. 

114. 9 singillatim pq: sigillatim rG,K: singulatim G,Z. 

113.25 continebit pq: sustinebit r. 

12835 here p first gives verterentur, then corrects to ver- 
tentur: r has morarentur. 

163. 10 homines pq: homines autem rDKZ al. edd. 

173. 6 Fabio pq: Rabio r. 

185, 32 A pr: om. qV. 

fratrem illum pqr: illum V edd. 
186. 23 aquor: quo Vpq. 
188. 3 de pq: om. Vré. 
189. =22  dicit pq': dicit ei q*r rell. edd. 
191. 3 P. Tettio pq: P. tertior: Potitio 6. 
198. 5 deiectum pq Prisc.: delectum ¢: deletum ré. 

Om the other hand the close relationship of r to p is shown 
in the following : 

198. 9 mutando interpolando pq. In r and the dett. after 
mutando we find curando ne litura appareat. The 
insertion is to be explained by the fact that these words 

| occur in the margin of p where they are written by the 
first hand. In passing I may note that this same hand 
furnishes a note on subsortiebatur 198. 18 “infiniti 
modi est non personae tertiae.” 

Alongside of pqr shouldbe placed the Paris Ms, 4588 
(saee, x11.) cited as A for Books 11. 111. in the Ziirich edition, 
This Ms. is in a very defective condition and very hard to read, 
Ihave compared it at certain places for Books Iv. V., which in 
this codex precede Books 1. 11. It is in general agreement 
with the Y family though with certain features of its own that 
lead me to rank it after pq and with the dett.! 














1 At p. 446. 4, nam dixit Heius, princeps ist. leg. Instead of this 4588 
istius legationis quae, the gives dixit cius prineeps civitatis prin- 
dett. have Heius princeps civitatis ceps ist, leg., from which it might 
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The Erfurtensis (E) has been fully dealt with by Mr A. C. 
Clark in the Journal of Philology (Vol. xv1mt. No. 35) where he 
shows, in opposition to the judgment of Zumpt, that it is directly 
copied from Harl. 2682 (H). Gruter had thought on the 
contrary that H was derived from E. Both have the fragment 
at the beginning of the Third Verrine, Capp.t—v. The iden- 
tity of tradition in these two Mss. and also in the Cluni Codex 
is well-nigh complete. To prove this, reference need only be 
made to Mr Clark’s collation of H as given in his volume of 
the Anecdota Oxoniensia (Part vii, 1892), pp. 48-51. For the 
fragment of the Third Book, which extends from the opening 
to deprecati 274. 20, I note only two divergences between H 
and E: 271.25 where H is reported as giving precipitur against 
percipitur E (so too the Cluni Codex, as may be inferred from 
the attribution of this reading to M=Metellianus: also Lg. 42), 
and 272.16 where H has iudices mihi instead of mthi tudices 
E and Lg. 42. For the rest of this fragment H and E are in 
complete agreement, both with each other and with what we 
now know to have been the Cluni Codex, cited variously by 
Nannius (N), Fabricius (F), Metellus (M), and anonymously, or 
by Lambinus (¢)'". In the same way H may now be allowed 








be argued that princeps civitatis may Her. pec. 
have been originally added to explain 282. 37 reliqui est O for est 
eius after that word had crept in for  reliquni. 


Hetua, 

' For a statement of the thesis that 
Clon. 498 (C) was the ms. used by these 
various editors, and that Lag, 42 
(which I cite as O) is, as regards 
Books 1.—111., a copy of OC, v. my 
volume in the Anecdota Oxoniensia, 
Part ix. (1901): also the Class. Rev. 
1902, Vol. xvi. pp. 401—406, To the 
citations there made the following may 
be added. First with regard to what 
seem to be arbitrary transposition va- 
riants in Lg. 42 we have 

211. 32 optimi argenti O for ar- 
genti optimi. 

211, 13 ex negotiatioribus propositi 
© for prop. ex neg. 

211, 85 pecuniam Heraclio O for 


ee 













285, 8 Apronium tantum O for 
tantum Apronium. 

Alongside of the remarkable vide- 
tur mihi videtur 243, 2, commented on 
in C. R. Vol. xvi. 402, may be placed 
253. 32, where C had, evidently, wi 
the vulgate, eos ita abs te. Lag. 
wants to alter the position of ita, 
elsewhere (e.g. 100. 3): and Miiller 
note is ‘eos ita (cum signis 
et praeterea punctis subser, del. 
m. 1) abs te ita Lag. 42.” 

Compare also 215. 33. Here 
vulgate runs ante aliquanto qt 
The Y family (pqr) give alig 
antequam. O has ante aliquanto 
quam. 

To the list of omissions in 
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to displace the symbol E in the Ziirich edition for the excerpts 
from Book Iv., which begin at ch. xviii—the later codex 
imvariably reproducing the second hand in H. I shall refer 
here only to one point which helps to establish Nettleship and 
INohl’s conjecture per Verrem at 474. 21 for per hunc V, per me 
IRSDZp and the dett. Here the reading of V is rather difficult 
to accept, not only because it is unsupported, but also because 
©f the cacophony involved in at nunc per hunc spoliati. The 
fact seems to be that me in the alternative tradition actually 
<onceals Verrem, written uré: H has wrt for Verrt at 379. 15 
which a late hand, failing to understand, has corrected to viro, 
Much in the same way as the copyist of V substituted hunc 
Cocp. 352. 21); and again at 1. 29 Verre is represented by ure. 
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_ In conclusion, we may now consider the details of the rela- 
tionship of S to R, citing to begin with places where the two 
<odd. are in agreement. It will be found, however, as we go 


On, that S has an authority independent of R*. 


what must have been a line in Cluni I 
Mmay now add 

354. 5 bonis everti aratores et id 
Orn. 

362. 11 
Provinciam. 

Perhaps also 320.16 tamen inco- 

2277243 numerus manebat. 

328.17 terror in auribus animis. 

Some readings of O can only be 
©XPlained on the supposition that the 
Writer of O found the Cluni Cadex 
harg to decipher, e.g. 

292. 34 colu itus Lag. 42=coluit 


atque opportunissimam 


téag_ 
. 300. 4 verum non una te tantumC: 
* 2 e7ainuata O. 
Bl9. 32 tmmané O=summa vi. 
B21. 10 avaritie lectosce scribit 
&tellum O=avaritia etectos scribit 
“ellos. 
. 326.8 iniquo iueme iurare O= 
272 uum ecicrare. 
334.16 iusuuri et (i.e. visuuri, 0 


Preweeuri ct) O=insinuet. 


335. 25 nunc prope Verrem O= 
mune pro te Verrem. 

341. 34 vicino O= Maevio. 

843.13 in hisce O=nithil te. 

351. 6 et hinc istam O=et in 
cistam. 

855.18 cum morumve O=cum in 
crimine. 

357.9 se iure improbissimo O= 
se in re improbissima. 

358. 16 aduentu ex una | mtuu® 
tebaris O=adventu et vix menstruis 
cibariis. 

To the proof that the Codex Nan- 
nianus was the Cluniacensis and that 
divergences are to be attributed to 
slipshod reporting on the part of Nan- 
nius add :— 

300. 21 tantum lucri VOpq 4588. 

triticum lucri 6. 
tantum triticum lucri N. 

Here Nannius wanted to report 
tantum from the Cluni Codex, and in 
doing so omitted to delete triticum. 

1 As already stated, the Vaticanus 


13—2 
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866.11 helo for heio RS. 

369. 1 videmus Rpr: corr. eadem manus vidimus, and so SDp. 

370.18 penatis Rpr: penates corr. RSD. 

383. 24 Nymphiodoro RSH. 

397, 24 relinques aut deseres RS. Here §S first wrote ac for 
aut (as in pq), then the same hand corrected to aut. 

401. 4 domo (for domi) RSHG,Ld: om. G,. 

402.31 tota provincia provisa RSG. 


404.13 praetoria manum Hp: praetoris amanum R: praetoris 
ac manum SD. 

417.15 eat om. RSG, (before ad), 

422. 9 Here S repeats the error of R pala 6 retis for palae- 
stritis: palam est retis D. 

425, 2 atque appellabit RS. 

36 apud illos RSG,,. 

431.31 Here R' is reported as giving ad, R* at. The fact is 
that the correction is made to at by the first hand in R, 
and this is also the reading of SDG,Ld KZ. 

446. 5 ad tuam legationem (for laudationem) RS. 

447,19 ante om. RS. ; 

26 Here instead of inerat R shows inerant, the n being 
written above the line probably by the first hand. 
S also gives inerant, which may be correct if we read 
notae instead of nota in the end of the sentence. 
31 novo om. Rs. 
448.22 imperarent pecuniamque RS. 
449, 4 ante om. RS: quam te R: quam 8. 
22 exigisses RS. 
33 iudex (for iudices) RS and so also at 452. 35. 
451. 21 cum tantam difficultatem crimine RSG, 
37 tanto a periculo RS: tantoque periculo G,Ld. 
452.21 dicit (for ducit) RS. 
453. 24 sit om. RS. 
32 ferire (for feriri) RS. 


(V) forms the subject of another paper _ one of the oldest and most valuable of 
(Am. Journ, Phil. xxvi. 409),in whichI all Ciceronian mss.—has been grossly 
show that the authority of thiscodex— underestimated by critics and editors. 
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4.57.21 eoque RSG, Here two codd. of Lambinus are re- 
ported as showing eo quod. S cannot have been either 
of these. 

4.538. 3. utrum RS for vivum. 
13 esse enim R with transposition marks: enim esse S: 
esse enim pq. 
20 for nam aestate RS agree in the error nam siate. 
23 for ipsi RS have ipse. 
4-59. 2 archodio RS for ab Rhodio. 

7 Both have utrum for verum: ib. 10 S at first wrote 
east for ea est: ib. 13 aeta for acta, tum for secum, 
excogit for excogitat. 

<4-€&© 1.10 RS agree in ac as also q: whereas p and the dett. 
give atque. 
21 quadruremis qui R with the u subpunctuated to 1: so 
SG,Ld and three Parr. 
31 res se RS: res sese q: sese res po. 
4-633 .13 Here the text has been safeguarded by the concur- 
rence of RS against pd, which insert exit after excitatus. 

S has excitatus in a rasura from which it may be 
inferred that the copyist had some difficulty about the 
reading. Otherwise S agrees with R. 

24 propositus RS for praepositus. 
31 esset RS for est. 
*G4..15 abluantur RSG,A. 
19 myoparon Rpr, corr. muoparon, and so S (myoparo V8). 
*&6G_ 37 Cleomene RS: Cleomeni pd: de Cleomene G,. 
*6'7_ 30 chorum RS for forum. 
£699 98 oculorum tuorum tum RS. 
B"F 4.00 duxit et RSG,: ducit p. 
21 laudes RS for laudis. 
instead of negare R and G, are quoted as having 
genere: S at first wrote gne. 
S831 25 civitatium RS instead of civium which seems to be 
the result of a correction in G,,: the dett. omit. 
#83 5 ad lanio (for a Dianio) RS. 
84. 9 invitam R (for inultam). Here S inserts c above the 
line and G,KZ follow with invictam. 
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484,14 magnis (for mancipiis) RS. 

485. 28 Here instead of avaritiae te nimiae, R has the curious 
reading avaritiaet ni te. This reading reappears in SG, 
in the form avaritia (avaricia §) et enim te. Cf. 466. 24 
where instead of ex nimia RS agree in giving eximia. 

The following are cases of agreement between S and the 

second hand in R: 

383. 20 aS and so R* supra lineam., 

385. 5 escendit R'p: ascendit R*Sqé. 

388, 33 hi R': hi ipsi R*S: hi pqé. This passage should be 
exhibited in greater detail as under: 

hiipsostea quam temporibus R*. 
hi ipsi postea quam t. RSD, 
hi postea quam t. p. 

Compare also Harl. 2682 (H') hi ipsos te aquam 
temporibus, H? hi ipsis temporibus postquam. 
390.17 Here the first hand in R (and so also H’) is rightly 
reported by Jordan, though not by Thomas, as giving 
religio; the same hand subpunctuates and so converts 
religio to regio. R* corrects to religioso which is also 

the reading of SDG,H*EAXK. 

407.22 diiuncta R': disiuncta R*Sp. It is to be noted here 
that the correction in R is made by a late hand. 

409.12 iis R': his R*°Spq (similarly 415, 21), 

418. 2 uriom R': urion R%S. 

426.36 fatebantur R: fateantur SG,: confiteantur G,: con- 
ficiantur Ld. 

430. 6 communicat 6: an putas R*S., 

442.18 sellam curulem ius imaginis. Here the genitive is 
preserved in curulentus imaginis R' Non. 6. R? corrects 
to imagines and so also SZp. 

448.25 quo modi consilio R: commodi consilio R*SG,.. 

451. 32 missionis R': missiones R°SG,: missione 6. 

463. 7 an per R': nuper R*s al. 

467.10 conflexusque (for complexusque) R. Here the reading 
of S (confloxusque) may be connected with an o which 
seems to have been written in above the line in R and 
is now erased. 


h 
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4.°71. 1 +. veccium R': totve civium R*SDKZ. 
4.°75.26 videatur R': videatis R*Sp: videtis 6. 
4."76.15  sibi PRLU.Metellum R: sibi -pr- lucium metellum 
SD. 
4-82. 2 statio (for statuitis) R': sceatis R°SDG,K. 
486.14 argentariam Lepti fecisse. Here R gives argentari 
malefici fecisse. By the second hand in R this is 
changed to argumentari maleficii fecisse which is the 
reading also of SQ, 
4,94... 4 Here at first R had flagiti. R? adds a second i above 
the line to make flagitii, which is the reading also of 
SDKZ. 
@-95'7 . 5 quis in natura (for quasi natura) R. Here the second 
hand in R corrects to qui si in natura and this is the 
reading of SG, 


But S does not always agree with the second hand in R: 


<$6G. 3 Here as also at 367. 23, 375. 5 before iudices the letter 
o is written in by another hand in R, the same which 
often makes the change from quom to cum, and is not 
reproduced in 8. This phenomenon does not occur in 
other places, e.g. 366.11. Similarly at 365. 35 the first 
hand in R gives di, while R* gives di° and S has dii. 

<i> =>53.16 referant SDKZ: referatur R%: referetur R': refertur 


p Lag. 42. 


The weightiest proof that S—in spite of such agreements 
*™=3 the foregoing—is an independent copy of the same arche- 
©2y pe as RB has been given in an earlier part of the present 
ape, 471. 31 (p. 169). Among other points I note the follow- 
=, including in their order some passages already cited : 

264. 6 magno opere Rpr: magnopere SG,H. Cf. 430. 15 
tanto opere R: tantopere S rell. 468. 10 magno opere 
R: magnopere S. In this place VRSG,D agree in 
giving magno opere potuit Cleomenes facere; on the 
other hand three codd. Lambini are said to have agreed 
with Quintilian Ix. 43 in the order quid Cleomenes 

facere potuit. 
367.32 Here it is to be noted that S does not repeat R’s 
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mistake in giving modo ut in for modo ut. In R it 
must have come from IMPVNE. 

368. 8 semper fuis R: superfuisse SDKZ. 

370. 33 quid R: qui SDG,. 

371, 2 ista laudatio RV: laudatio ista S (with faint marks of 
transposition) G,AKZ. 

11 dem Rp: sit S et plerique. This divergence points 
to some error: perhaps the original text ran ut quam 
munimum wud, (ue. tudices) ulis sit temporis. 

27 ex foedere debuisti Rp edd.: debuisti ex foedere 
SDG,KZ. 

373.12 Here it is interesting to record that DK give the 
absurd reading mecum leve est dico. The reason 1s 
probably 3 be found in the fact that S wrote pr. manu 


mecun dico senatorem leve est. 

26 qui ordo a vobis adhue ademptus est 5. supra lineam 
in the same hand, solis contemptus est, which is the 
reading of R, 

377,25 revertamur SDKZp (this reading 1s quoted by Lam- 
binus as from libri duo manuscripti): revertantur R: 
revertatur qd edd. 

378. 35 ab R: a Spo. 

380. 1 vix pqHé Serv.: non SDG,: om. R. 

381. 4 expectabit R: expectabant SD rell. 

11 qui quinti Maximi p: quique maximi R: q’q; maxime 
S: quique maximi DG,. 

33 emissa SDG,KZ: amissa Rpé. 

382. 14 for renuntiare dedisti SD agree in giving renuntiare 
reddidisti which G, characteristically alters to tradidisti. 

386. 36 for cognorint which is given in § per compend (gnofrt) 
R shows the unintelligible gonrit: G,LdK agree in 
norunt as against cognoverint pq: cognoverunt 6. 

387. 30 ad quos solebat litteras S in mg. and so G,K. 

389.19 credo satis Rp: satis credo SG,AK. 

392. 2 where R has p-R- #-&-, S has -pr- The resulting 
confusion leads G,Ld to omit a praetore, vate populi 
Romani which is in G,Ld is omitted in Gq 
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17 in rege tam nobili re tam eximia iniuria R: 
in rege tam nobiliore tam eximiam iniuriam SDG, 
95.16 ab illis REHq: ab eis SGA. , 

29 arcessebat pq: accersebat RH5: arcersibat S: accer- 

sibat D et al. 

<3 97.15 monumenta P. requirit Scipio R: monumenta requirit 
P. Scipio S. 

397. 25 etiam eorum S65: eorum etiam R: etiam om. pq 
(cf. 402. 21). 

=<99. 8 laboret SG,KZpq: elaboret R. 

4-00. 2 populusque RKS: populus SDG,, 

4-O1.12 ipsise S vulg.: ipsese R: ipsi sese 5. 

4O2. 21 igitur tibi nunc R: nunc igitur tibi SDGALdK: tibi 
om. pq (397. 25). 

32 quin ipse R: q in se S: here an alteration to quin 
ipse seems to have been erased and the correct reading 
is accordingly preserved in S not in R. 

405.11 non modo breviter mihi SG, for mihi non modo 
breviter R. 

15 In this passage instead of grandes simili in genere R 
is rightly reported by Madvig and Jordan as giving 
grandissimi hii in genere, though Thomas prints the 
received text without any mark of divergence on the 
part of R. S at first gave the same reading, except that 
for hii it gave hi which is nearer /i in the text, but the 
copyist subsequently altered grandissimi to grandissimas, 
which is also the reading of G,. G,Ld alter to gravis- 
simas. 2 alone seems to have divided the syllables 
correctly and is reported as giving grandis simili genere. 

408. 2 reportandos SDAG,: reportandosque R (cf. 372. 23: 
422. 34: 444, 32): reportandosque reponendosque Halm 
edd. preponendo restituendusque p: reportandos resti- 
tuendosque Nohl: reponendos restituendosque 6. 

£09. 14 orbem omnem RA: omnem orbem SDG,: orbem 
omnium pod. 

210.15 enim erat SDG,Kpé: erat enim R. 

#110 10 inoportunas R: importunas S. 

32 ab dominis Rp: a dominis SDG,KZS. 
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412.27 iis R: his Sé: om. p. 

33 inque lis R: inque 8: corrected by the addition of 
his above the line: this gave rise to inque his Dé: in 
hiisque G,Ld. 

414. 5 antecellant RDEZpq: S at first wrote antecedant 
and then corrected to antecellant. antecedant is the 
reading of G,Ld, while G, wrote antecedunt. 

33 exoppugnanda R: oppugnanda SDG,: expugnanda pé. 
415.37 ornari RHE: ornare SDpé. | 
417.28 qui hoc R: qui haec 8. 

420. 28 quamobrem R: quemadmodum SDG,K. 

33 existimabam R: aestimabam SD, 

422.34 tuendisque R: tuendis SDG,AKZ: tuendis conser- 
vandisque 6. 

36 acceperat R: acceperant §, 

423.16 referant S: referatur R. 

19 tum R: tunc 8. 

24 sese antea...cumque eum. These words are repre- 
sented by three blank lines in R: the same omission occurs 
in SD Par. 7777 KZ but with no indication of a lacuna. 

424. 3 est hoe RG,q (hoc est S with very faint marks of 
transposition) G,Ld. 

9 nudata (unmistakably) R: uti data SD: et nudata G,: 
ultum data G,Ld: nuda pq. 

13. commonefaceret Sp: commefaceret R. 

14, is R: his S: hiis G,: iste 6. 

26 cum L. fratre R: cum fratre L. SG,A et Cuiacianus. 
425. 5 istius R: illius SD. 

17 labore meo multo SG,A: multo labore meo R. 

426. 1 Syracusanorum ipsoruam SLdAKZ for ips, syr. R. 

11 scumas R: spumas 5, 

28 antea iam ab alls R: 1am antea alls SG, 

427.21 at Spd: ac G,: om. R. 

428. 7 mihi ante est iudices Rd: ante est mihi (om. iudices) 
SDG,KZ. Cf. Madvig, 1. 365. 

429,13 sed et fortis SG,KZ, 

34 after bello R has -K- for caput. This appears in 5 as 
‘r- out of which D makes -f- while G,A give bello R, 
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430. 3 et vehemens SAG, Par. 7777. 

16 praesidia in Sicilia SG,AK. To this transposition 
add 481. 1 allatus esset ad eum SG,A: 431. 3 ad se 
vocari SG,6: 431. 26 praetore Verre SG,Aq: 431. 37 
vocata est SG,6: 438. 18 longitudo noctis SG: 444. 27 
clam dederunt pecuniae SG,: 446, 19 ex ipsorum SG,KZ 
(for ipsorum ex Ré): 446. 12 tibi non tuo pretio SGA: 
446. 23 amiciorem esse quam populo Romano SG,: 
stare gratis SG,; 450. 27 spolia provinciae SG, : 446. 13 
sermones de se SG,\ against de se sermones R, Here 
it 1s to be noted that the first hand in R and also p 
omit se, which is an argument for believing that the 
collocation is rightly given in R, se having fallen out 
before sermone. 474. 22 in hostium loco R: in loco 
hostium 8: bere V can be cited in support of R, while 
the transposition of 5 is repeated in KZ. 

#31. 33 SG, agree in giving ipse quaerit instead of ille quaerit. 
Lambinus suggested iste. 
433.17 ad fortunas omnium R: ad omnium fortunas SG,: 
ad om. G,é. 
436. 3 Here SD omit maximae against RG,DZ. The variants 
may be exhibited : 
honestissimae (e S: e D) civitatis honestissimum 
SD (cf. 292. 7): 
honestissimae maximae civ. hon, RG,KZ: , 
honestissimum civitatis honestissimae pé (cf. 471. 29: 
473. 25). See Am. Journ. Phil. XXVL. p. 431, note. 
440, 1 for extra R gives ex: om. S. 
10 tamen R and (in mg. as variant) D: tum SD, 
22 a foro SDKZq: foro Rp Par. 4588. 
443.18 id quod SGX. 
19 te om. SGA. 
444. 6 et his p Par. 4588: sed iis R: sed his S pr., dein corr.: 
sed is, ut DK: et is 6. 
#47, 8 remisse R: remississe S with second s subpunctuated 
448. 8 R’s impossible reading auctorem interpretem com- 
meatum does not occur in 8. 
14 e lege RA: ex lege Sé. 
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450,29 praebuere R: pbuert SD. 
453. 26 quo R: q™ or gS: quem rell.: quamobrem G,. 
454,13 Here and twice immediately below R keeps the form 
maritumos, although in the first place the u is sub- 
punctuated. 5S has maritimos,. 
34 ex remorum RA: et extremorum SG. 
455. 4 quin VR: qui non SG,,: the compendium in 8 is q'‘n. 
456. 2 ideo se securi SDG,: ideo esse curi R: ideo securi 
Par. 4588 6. 
17 coarguare R: arguare SDGQ,. 
458. 28 litore R: in litore SD. 
461. 34 quod Cleomenes non R and so pr §: quod Cleomenes 
nisi corr. SDé6. Here S at first wrote i and then 


corrected to My 
466. 30 auctoribusque R: auctoritatibusque 8. 
467.13 for animadvertere Vp 4588 4 RSD give animum 
adverti: aiaditi K: animum advertere Z. 
17 quam ut R: quam SDKZ. 
468. 6 illum ipsum R: ipsum SDKZ. 
ibid. illum R: om. SD. 
31 nec senectus nec hospitii SG,X. 
470.18 etiam illud RK: illud etiam SDG,Ld Z. 
471.13 suarum furturum R: suarum fortunarum 8 for suorum 
furtorum p, 
31 usitatum (quite plainly) R: is ita tam SG,,KZ. 
472.16 non ut tam R: non ut tantum SDG,K. In the 
margin D makes the necessary correction to non vitam, 
and Z non ut tm vitam. 
23 morxit extremo R: mori extremo 5S. 
473. 1 decusis R': decussis R?: decursis SG. 
5 lacrumarum R: lacrimaretur 56. 
16 Here instead of ex ipso illo R has ex ipro illo while 
S gives ex his p illo, 
33 Here R omits the cum in front of Heracleensem: 
both words are omitted in SQ,. 
476.32 quetui for quaestui R. Here § gives nostrisque tui, 
477. 1 Here for illa communia § has illa crimina and is 


followed by DKZ. 
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419. 1 cum tibi haec diceret R: cum diceret tibi haec SDG,. 
8 ab (a 8) quaestore et ab legato Ré: ab legato et 
quaestore SDG,,. 
480. 6 for innata R has inta. SG, have ita. 
482.25 quae ex Alexandria R: quae Alexandria SD. 
483.26 istis defensoribus tuis R: istis tuis defensoribus SDG,. 
28 Here R writes without any sign of correction quasise 
arbitrium: S gives the true reading quas ipse ad 
arbitrium and is followed by DG, This is a very 
important instance and might be cited with a few 
others, such as 471. 31, to show that notwithstanding 
the many resemblances that can be quoted 8 is not 
derived from either the 1st or the 2nd hand in R. 


484. 10 Here S is followed by DG,A in the sequence quot 


bella arbitramini maiores etc. instead of quot bella 
maiores...arbitramini R, 

37 Here R gives supplicium without any correction by 
the second hand. 8S has supplicio. 


485. 4 defensionis SDG, for dissensionis. 


17 In this passage R originally wrote cui civis suplici 
and this is the reading of p. Thereafter the second 
hand added i above the line to make suplicu. § on the 
contrary gives cui civi supplicanti which may be nght 
(suplecanti G.A). Ld gives cui supplicanti omitting 
civi, while the shameless corrector in G, writes cui tum 
supplicanti. 


485.36 Hic vide quam me sis usurus aequo. Here the reading 


of R is quam mesurus equo. That of 5 is somewhat of 
a puzzle: qua m hefur’ equo, This D writes out fully 
qua inhesurus equo. Above the line in § an alternative 
for inhesurus is suggested which seems to be es usus. 

486. 31 quibus illo R: qui illo SG,A. 

488.10 refixisset R: refrixissit S: refrixisset G,. 

489. 6 It may be worth while noting that at the great 
lacuna in Book v. (489. 6) R has hac non ad eos, 
whereas SDG,Z give ac non ad eos, The work of a 
corrector is apparent in the reading of G, and K, the 
former of which gives at si non ad eos, the latter ac si 
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non ad eos,—the si having been inserted from | 
immediate sequence. 

14 Here R omits ex homoeoteleuto the words quae 
iudicium. S has these words, but strangely enor 
omits the first iudicium, following extra. 

17 desistas et illa. Here the reading of R is deistas 
illa. S gives de ista sed et illa with a variant ab 
the line sistas for istas. D was not only a faithful 
also an intelligent copyist, and could recognise a ¢ 
rection when he saw it: D gives desistas. G, on 
other hand and also the Cuiacianus in their anxiety 
include everything give desistas ista sed et illa. 

27 Here the influence of S upon the tradition of G 
evidenced by the fact that whereas both RK and S h 
et in omni, the in is subpunctuated in § and disappe 
altogether in G, which give et omni. 

32 putaret R: putavit SDKZpé'. 

10 tantum tibi SG,A for tantumne. 

22 suis usque SDG,Z: suisque R: usque G,K. 

26 quoius iste R: qiio uif iste 8, which also gives 
the margin the correct reading cuius iste. The faitl 
and intelligent writer of D accepts the correction : 
inserts cuius iste in his text, but takes care to prese 
in his margin the original reading of 8. 

36 quam item R: quam ™™ iste S: here D and 
give quam item iste, whereas pé have quam iste. 

12 for aliqua R has aitqua: SD have altaque. 


1 The agreement in such im- This is copied somewhat doubtfull 
portant passages of the majority of D as qué which also appears in 
the later codd. with 8 rather than R On the other hand G,LéK give « 
is a proof that the tradition contained modo. 


in § influenced the later text more 


450.6 quoius R: quis S: qua 


than that containedin R. Here area NG, (eius G_L8). 


few other examples :— 
897.18 ea R: om, §8G,KZ. 
405.11 already quoted in diver- 
gences between 5 and KR. 
447.10 illam R: om, SG,\KZ. 
450.9 Here for quando 5 has qno. 


466. 19 R has respondis; § 
the other hand gives what seems t 
the true reading respondet and is 
lowed by DG. 

371. 27 ex foedere debuisti 
edd. : debuisti ex foedere SDG,KZ 
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26 R gives improvissimam: the correct reading impro- 
bissimam hitherto attributed to a conjectural emendation 
in G, is found in SD as well as in the Harleian mss. KZ. 

28 inutilis R: initis SD: invisitis edd. 

29 exigendumque R: exiundumque VSDG,Z: exeun- 
dumque G,K. 

32 initia R: inocia S. 

499. 1 isto uno R: uno isto SDG,AKZ. 
498.28 Here non is omitted in R without any sign of a 
correction and is rightly supplied in S. 


W. PETERSON. 


Note. Reference may be permitted to the paper entitled 
“The Vatican Codex of Cicero’s Verrines” which appeared in 
the American Journal of Philology, Vol. xxvi. No. 4, pp. 410 
—436: also to the summary of the general results of my 
investigations given on the concluding pages of that article. 


W. P. 


CORRUPTION OF THE TEXT OF SENECA. 


In the new edition, by Karl Hosius, of the treatise de 
beneficiis, a luckless guess of Moritz Haupt’s has crept into the 
text. 

Hosius reads (1 9 8): rusticus, inhumanus ac mali moris 
et inter matronas abominandus conuicio est, si quis coniugem 
suam in sella prostare uetuit et uulgo admissis inspectoribus 
uehi perspicuam undique. 

The critical reader will at once be arrested by the uncouth 
phrase abominandus conuicio est. Instinct will tell him, and 
tradition, as embodied in the new Thesaurus! (1 col. 122—4), 
will confirm the verdict, that abominandus is self-sufficient, and 
needs no prop like the instrumental ablative conwicio, Turning 
to the critical note, he will be relieved by finding that no 
authority supports the clumsy combination. The note is: 
abhominanda conditio N ab(h)ominand(a)e condicionis N70 
corr. Haupt. 

Haupt’s conjecture may be seen in the third volume (Lips, 
Hirzel, 1876) of his opuscula, p. 476: 

“in libro Nazariano a prima manu scriptum est abominanda 
conditio, altera inde fecit abominandae conditionis, quod qui 
scripsit in mutata orationis forma lure haesit, probabilem sen- 
tentiam non effecit, neque Bentleius recte putauit nonnulla 
excidisse.” 

Haupt goes on to vindicate the spelling of conwictwm with 
a C. 
If he had deigned to consult that admirable scholar, J. Fr. 
Gronovius. he would have learnt the true meaning of condicio, 
and not have been spellbound by the corrector of N. 


1 Haupt’s Verballhornung is given in the Thesaurus, but the reading of N 
is added in brackets. 
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“Aurea lectio, quam Naz. a manu prima habuit: abomi- 
nanda conditio est: quod et percepit Gruterus. Quintilianus 
declam. 257 [p. 52, 1. 1—5, ed. Ritter] sed neque in me ille 
probauit alind, quam pietatem. widit fletus meos, uidit totius 
inimt atque etiam corporis defectionem: sic homini, inter prin- 
vipes nostrae ciuitatis numerando, coepi bona esse condicio. 

In his Obseruationes (1.1 c. 6, p. 37, ed. Frotscher) Gronovius 
speaks at greater length of our passage, and confutes, by 
anticipation, Haupt’s reasoning : 

“abomeunanda condicio est. Haec est optimi codicum Nazar. 
Scriptura, sola Senecae, ut aduertit Gruterus in appendice 
Notarum, et unicae meracaeque suauitatis; quam qui non 
caperent audaculi,...interpolarunt, substituto: abominandae 
condicionis est. At ipsum hoc, o boni, et multo Latinius ex- 
Primit uetus, abominanda condicio est. en cultissimos duos 
Hispanos Hispano cultissimo adsertores [here Gronovius cites 
Quintil. decl., explaining the last words coepi bona esse condicio] 
hoe est, coepi aestimari dignus, qui ab eo filiae maritus legerer. 
Martialis, lib. 11 epigr. 33 [1 2]: 

Ingenuam malo, sed, si tamen illa negetur, 
libertina mtht proxima condicio est. 
id est, libertinam mulierem, secunda condicione, si prima 
“ra cdicio, id est, ingenua mulier, negetur, mihi nubere uolo: 
libertinam nancisci secundam condicionem duco. Rursum lib. v 
€Pigr. 17 [1 2]: 
Dum proauos atauosque refers et nomina magna, 
dum tibi noster eques sordida condicto est. 


darn nos equites tibi sordida condicio sumus: dum nubere 
wro ex nostro ordine, nimirum equiti, uile ac sordidum tibi 
“Adetur. Agnoscis non esse admittendum Scaligeri equus: sic 
Mim de solo Martiali capiendum foret: at non equitem illa 
“Hum modo, sed equestrem omnem ordinem spernebat: tanti 
fastidii, tanti supercilii erat*.” 


1 For this sense of condicio see my v1 10 (1269,23 Dombart). Suet. Cl. 26, 
Tote on Cic. Phil. m § 99. Plant. Our English match, the French parti 
Stich. 51, trin. 455. Ter. hec. 241, (and kindred words in German, Dutch, 
Cio, p. Clu. §42. Sen. in Aug.c. D. Italian), are used in the same way. 
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Haupt’s opuscula were published after his death. Had the 
editors allowed themselves to refer to Gronovius in a note, 
Hosius in all likelihood would have escaped the trap which 
they laid for him. 

It would have been well for Haupt’s reputation if he had 
been able to revise his own work. Madvig, on the other hand, 
the autodidakt (as he called himself in a memorable conversa- 
tion which I had with him at Leyden thirty years ago) should 
have submitted his conjectures to some friend more at home in 
early and late prose, and also in poetry both Greek and Latin. 

For example: no verse in Juvenal is more certain in text, 
or easier of interpretation (see Duff’s note), than 

I 144 hine subitae mortes atque intestata senectus. 

Nevertheless, Madvig’s unhappy conjecture, infestata, has 
darkened the meaning to readers leaning more on authority 
than on sound judgement. Yet a very slight acquaintance 
with the opuscula and aduersaria will teach us to recognise 
frankly the great Dane’s limitations. 


JOHN E. B. MAYOR. 


STOICA FRUSTULA. 


I propose to start with a perplexing passage in M. Aurel. 

X 7, the elucidation of which is closely connected with that of 
certain parallels in Plutarch and Philo, Marcus warns us not 
to be discontented with that invariable law of the universe, by 
Which its parts are liable to dissolution and decay. These 
Processes are nothing more than a return to the constituent 
€lements, which are reabsorbed into the universal reason. 
Oreover, in our own bodies the parts which perish, whether 
Solid or spiritual (zvevparixdy), are not original in the sense of 
22ving been received at birth. dav yap roiro ¢yGés ai rplrnv 
WALEpay €x Tov ciTiwy Kal Tov EXKopévou aépos THY émLpponVv 
Bev. tovto ovv, d éxaBe, weraSdrres, ovy 6 7) Typ ETEKer. 

In other words, physical decay does not affect the permanence 
Sf the vuyx7, for to the yéveors of the uy (rvy@ous XII 24) 
the words 8 7 pntnp étexev undoubtedly point: see Chrysippus 
=P. Plut. Sto. rep. 41, p. 1053 D yiverOar wey ydp yor Thy 
nv, 6Tav to Bpédos amoteyO7, xalaTep ocTomwoe TH 

2 pwrites tod mvetpatos petaSaddvTos (von Arnim, It 806). 
The Stoics, it will be remembered, derived yuyy from Woées, 
“he cooling influence of the outer air. Then follow the disputed 
rds :—iroOov 8, dtt éxcivw ce Niavy TpooThéKer TO idiws 
7FGe6, ovdev Svts oluwat pds TO vdv Aeydpevov. So the text is 
Printed by Stich, who substitutes from A éxeivw for the vulgate 
=4c<ivo. But, since the order of the words is decisive against 
Caking éxeivo with 7@ idiws mod, Dr Rendall, who discussed 
his passage at some length in Journ. Phil. xxm1 151—153, 
Proposes to alter ce Nilay mpoomdéxer to od Aiay TpoaTAEKY 
(passive), translating :— But even admitting that you are 
*"itimately bound up with that (sc. the changeable assimilated 

14—2 
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mepixeievov) in (or by) your individuality, that does not affect 
the present question.’ The objection to this rendering, apart 
from the change involved, is that in making the (dims osov, 
which, as will presently appear, is the principle of fixity and 
permanence, the source or instrument of our mutability, 1t is 
not in accordance with Stoic teaching. But, if we retain éxeivo, 
it is easy to translate:—‘ And be assured that this (sc. 6 7 
pajtnp érexev) really unites you to your individuality, which 
I think has no connexion with the present subject of discussion 
(sc. To mepuxevat petaBddrcw). This interpretation was given 
long ago by Wyttenbach, as may be seen from his notes to 
Bake’s Posidonius, p. 2691. The Stoic doctrine, to which 
Marcus here alludes, was framed to meet the old logical puzzle 
known as 0 avfavouevos, or how far is growth destructive of 
identity ? Chrysippus, who devoted a special treatise to the 
subject, traces the statement of the dilemma back to Epicharmus 
(fr. 160 Kaibel, Plut. comm. not, 44 p. 1083 4). The Stoic 
solution, if it deserves the name, was to treat man—and every 
existing thing—as a complex duality consisting of ovcia and 
moworns, of which oveia is incapable of increase or diminution 
but continually shifting, while zrovorns the principle of identity 
is permanent but subject to increase or diminution, This 
paradox is attacked by Plutarch (Le. p. 1083 D):—a@s duo aav 
éxacTos €oTi UToKeipeva, TO pev Ovaia TO O€ TOLOTNHS* Kal TO 
bev aei pel Kal héperas, wat avEouwerov pte pecovmevoy pon? 
Gdws olov éatt Siapévov, To Se Stapéver Kai avEaverai Kai 
peLovTaL, Kai TavTa TacyXet TavarTia OaTép, cummepuKOS Kal 
ourynppogmevov Kal cuyxeyupevoy Kal THS Suahopas TH aid Oncet 
pndapod wapéxyov axyac8a. Especially illustrative of Marcus 
are the words in E:—ov& pes noOoueba Sertoli yeyovores kai 
TO pev ael péovtes uéper T@ 8 ato yevétews aypt TENEUTHS 
of avToi Stapuévorvres. Cf. Posidon. ap. Stob, eel. 1, p. 178, 
9 foll. Wachsm., Alex. Aphrod. quaest.1 5, p. 13, 10 foll. Bruns. 
Basing upon this the axiom that one (dtws rods cannot belong 
to two ovoias Chrysippus employed it to wage war upon the 
Academic avapad\\aéia (Plut. comm. not. 36 p. 1077¢): for it is 


1 Tt is perhaps worth while to point out that Dr Rendall’s text admits of a 
similar rendering. 
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obvious that, if this principle is taken as axiomatic, there cannot 
be two things absolutely identical, such as two eggs or pigeons 
or figs. Again, since conversely it is impossible dvo idiws 
Toous ert THs avTHS ovctas elvat, he went so far as to assert 
that if two men, Dion and Theon, are assumed to be absolutely 
alike except in the fact that Theon is short of one foot, the 
axiom requires us to say that, if Dion also loses his foot, Theon 
(not Dion) ép@aprac (pseudo-Philo de mund. incorr. 14 p. 501 M. 
236B.). But this gave a handle to his opponents, who applied 
the reasoning to the xoopos, regarded as réXevos and therefore 
corresponding to Dion. Then the world-soul will represent 
Theon, and, if the xdcpos is stripped of everything cwpa- 
Toevdés, the result will be either that the world-soul perishes 
or that the coopos is apOapros, either of which alternatives is 
on Stoic principles impossible (pseudo-Philo l.c.). Now, if 
Chrysippus argued on these lines, it is incredible that he 
Should also have maintained what Plutarch seems to ascribe 
to him él pds ovcias bv idiws yevéoOat rrotods Kal Thy avThy 
ovalay Eva tro.ov iSiws éyovaay émidvtos Etépov SéxecOat Kal 
Stadurdrreiy spoiws apporépous (lc. p. 1077 D). Yet these 
Words are printed within inverted commas by the editors of 
Plutarch, and are recognised as belonging to Chrysippus by 
J. von Arnim, who in his recent edition of Stoic fragments puts 
them in immediate juxtaposition to the excerpt from pseudo- 
Philo (vol. 11 nos. 396 and 397). <A controversial statement of 
this kind demands the closest scrutiny, and, if c. 14 of the 
treatise de incorruptibilitate mundi be compared in its entirety 
With c. 36 of the de communibus notitits, it will be apparent 
that they are ultimately derived from a common, probably 
€npatetic, original. The object of this writer was to contro- 
vert the Stoic doctrine of the destructibility of the world by 
“Stablishing its inconsistency with the axiom that two srovoi 
Cannot belong to the same ovaia. The argument in pseudo- 
hilo is much fuller and more precise, and I conclude that 
Plutarch, aiming at a more striking rhetorical effect, has 
“nfairly represented that which was alleged to be the logical 
COnsequence of the éxmvpwous doctrine as a paradox to which 
hrysippus was expressly committed. In fact this seems to be 
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admitted by the particle which introduces the actual quotation 
from Chrysippus:—Aéyer yodv Xpvovrmos «.7.d. (vy. Arnim 
im 1074). If I am right, the extract no. 396 in von Arnim’s 
edition should be regarded not as a fragment of Chrysippus but 
as an inference of Plutarch. 

Having had occasion to discuss certain passages in the 
moralia, I will endeavour to remove a blemish which continues 
to disfigure the text of consol. ad uor. 10 p. 611 F. The 
writer is speaking of the transmigration of souls, following on 
the lines laid down in the Phaedo, and makes it a complaint 
against old age that the soul is depressed and its heavenly 
aspirations are dulled by long association with the body. 7 de 
(sc. Wuyn) AnbOeioa peév....-. bd xpeirtovey éyerat, xabarrep 
ex Kapmns vypas cal wadOaxhs avayaiticaca mpos 0 TepuKer. 
Wyttenbach is no doubt right in his view that the lacuna after 
AnPGeica ev contained a description of the soul which has 
spent only a short time in its corporeal environment, but I do 
not suppose that anyone will be satisfied with his rendering" of 
the concluding words :—‘ tanquam e molli flexu metae renitens 
ad suam naturam.’ The use of dvayarriferv (for which however 
cf, vit, Ant. 21, Is, et Osir. 55, p. 373 D) and a recollection of the 
familiar comparison of human life to a race-course may have 
helped to perpetuate «xaprfjs, but, when attention is once 
drawn to the matter, it will, I think, be obvious that capns 
should be substituted:—‘like a butterfly shaking itself free 
from the supple and yielding caterpillar into its natural 
element.’ The conception of the butterfly-soul is recognised 
by anthropologists, and yuy7 was the name actually given to 
a certain species of butterfly. If there is any remaining doubt, 
it will perhaps be removed by a comparison of gquaest. conv. 11 3, 
p. 636 C ws b€ Kayrn yiyveras TO mpaTor, elt extrayeioa dia 
EnpoTnta Kat wepippayeica Erepov mrepwOey 8’ adTis Tipy 
Kkadovuernv uy weOinaor. There the process is more fully 
described, and the intermediate chrysalis stage is introduced 
(contrast dia Enpornta with irypas). 

That the Stoic argument, which is refuted by Alexander of 


1 Strictly speaking, the version is that of Xylander, which Wyttenbach 
only cursorily revised. 


a 
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Aphrodisias in his treatise de fato, belongs to Chrysippus has 
been shown by A. Gercke (Chrysippea, 1885), although he has 
not always been successful in disentangling the underlying 
Stoic element from the Peripatetic framework. Chrysippus, 
then, attempted to reconcile the conflicting claims of free-will 
and necessity by interpreting ta éd’ jyiv not as those things 
@v xai Ta avtixeiueva Svvayefa, but simply as implying that 
the movements produced by fate when applied to the sphere of 
Living action require the instrumentality of impulse and assent 
€c. 13). In order to prove that the common view of éd' juiv is 
<rroneous, he pointed out that it involves the denial of a 
«<-apacity for virtue to the wise man (c. 26 p. 196, 24 foll. 
KBruns). To this Alexander's reply is that such capacity may 
‘be attributed to him, because, although he is now incapable of 
error, he formerly had the choice between virtue and vice (c. 32). 
“The words which follow must be set out in full :—émi 8€ rap 
Gedy ovn« ein Gv to eivat TovovTots (d7rep Hv Kal avdTo év Tois 
iT avtay atopovpévols), Ott yap eotw avTav ev TH pices 
<To> Todor, ovdev dé THY OTS UTapYorTwY eT aUTO. bia 
ToTO yap Ta pev exeivwy ayaba Tiwa Te Kal waxapiota, peitor 
T Tav evaivetav ayalav Eyovta, bt THY apxny 7) Pia avTav 
dveTridexTOs éatuv, nweis S€ el TH KTHTEL TOY apeTaV éTraLVOU- 
ucla, OTL, THS HUoEws Hucv ewidexTiKHs OVENS Kal TOD YyElpovos, 
wk @kYnoauey mpds Ta PBeATiw, Kaito. THY pev yeLpdv@V 
dvidpwTl Kat ywpls Kayatwy TepeylyerOar Soxovvtwr, tHS Sé 
apeTis meTa Tovey Te Kal weTa KaaToV Kal TOMY idpeTor. 
The passage is given as it appears in Bruns’ edition, except 
that in 1.9 xairot has been substituted for «ai, after Gercke. 
Agreeing with Gercke (fr. 132) that the substance of the 
extract is Chrysippean, I do not know what he makes of the 
words (|. 3) 67 yap «.7... and propose to substitute ov for érs, 
interpreting as follows:—‘ But in the case of the gods this 
notion (the capacity for good or evil) no longer applies—and 
this very point is one of the objections which they raise (scil. to 
the ordinary view of ro ed’ jpiv: cf. c. 26 p. 196, 13 foll., to 
which point the argument recurs)—for this capacity is not in 
their nature, and nothing which is of such a character (scil, 
ore pn év TH picer TwWds civat) is in anyone’s power. The 


he 
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gist of the sentence which follows is:—‘ And this is the reason 
why we do not praise the gods, because their nature is originally 
incapable (of evil)’: cf. c. 34 ad fin. In L 6 after adrdéyv Orelli 
proposed to insert rod yeipovos, and something is certainly 
wanted. Perhaps «ax@v has fallen out after airav: anyhow, 
averridextos suggests a Stoic original: cf. Cleanth. ap. Sext. 
Math. 1x 91 (fr. 51 of my ed.) to 6€ réAecov...dv trapyor... 
TavTos Kaxov averidextov, ToUTO be ov dioicer Geod. Diog. L. 
vu 147, Sext. Math. 1x 33. I take it that Chrysippus’s 
objection to the ordinary view of é¢’ nuiv was enforced by 
referring to the gods as admittedly incapable of evil and 
therefore not proper objects of praise (cf. Arist. Hth. 1 12 
3 etc.), and by claiming that aper7 must be él rots Oeois. 
And it is significant that according to the Stoies the virtue 
of men and of the gods is the same: Alex. de fato 36 p. 211, 
13 ff, Themist. or. 11 27 c (Cleanth. fr. 83), Mayor on Cie. n. d. 
1 38. But von Arnim (It no, 985) deals quite differently with 
ll. 1—3. For trav Gedy he substitutes trois @eots and dts yap 
éotuv is altered to 67 wapectiv'. The meaning then becomes :— 


Nothing which is év 77 ducer Tivos is er’ auTa, 
But To povipors eivac is in the nature of the gods, 


'. To ppovipors elvas is not él roils Beois. 


This leaves the nature of the Chrysippean azopia undeter- 
mined, and I will merely say that as an argument against the 
Stoics the syllogism is inconclusive. For they would have 
denied the major premiss, as may be seen from c. 13, which 
warrants the inference tas dia Tay Oedv bare THY eipwapyevns 
yuyvouévas hpoviuous evepyeias Te Kai Kiwnoes én) Tois Oeois 
eivat: see p. 182,12. At any rate, it is common ground that 
Alexander met the azropia by refusing to admit that dper7 is 
évi tois Geois. But so far as concerns particular acts, when 
contrasted with a habit already formed, he declines to restrict 
their liberty of choice either for the gods or for the wise man 
(p. 204, 21—28). 


* Nothing turns on the question ~<ely> with von Arnim, or od, efy dp 
whether we should read otxér’ 4» with Bruns. 
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We are on more familiar ground in inviting attention to 
certain points in the summary of Chrysippean theology given 
im Cic. n. d.1 39. In the list of objects specified as divine 
=2ppears communemque rerum natwram untuersam atque omnia 
continentem. So the mss, but the editions after Heindorf 
x <ad uniuersitatemque for wniuersim atque, relying on the 
subsequent occurrence of wniversitatemque rerum qua omnia 
contierentur. I will presently give reasons to show why the 
Izatter passage should not be allowed to contaminate the former, 
ke ut, if we exclude it from our consideration, I think it would 
bea simpler remedy to bracket wniwversam as a gloss than, with 
Diels Dowogr. p. 545 a 18, to eject wniuersam atque omnia 
continentem as interpolated from the context. Thus continentem 

grees with naturam, and we get an exact parallel to Diog. 
L. vii 148 dvow Sé rote perv arodhaivovrar Thy cvvéxoucay Tov 
xoopov. Cleom. circul. doctr.1 1 (11 546 von Arnim) ob? dy iro 
dicews olov + jv cuvéyerOar wal StoixeioPar tov Koopor. 
Similarly Galen cep) wAjOovs 3, vu p. 525 K. (1 439 von 
Arnim) «ai yap of padiota cionynoapevor Ty TUVEKTLKHY 
Wrauv, os of Stwikol, TO pev ocuvéxyov Erepov Trotodat, TO 
TUpveyomevov Sé€ aAoO* THY meV yap TVEUMATLKHY OvoiaY TO 
TUvéyov, Ty Sé UALKHY TO cUVveyouevov. From pseudo-Arist. 
de mund. 6 p. 397b 9 rowdy S& 5) mwepl Ths Tay Srov 
VMEKTIKNS aiTias Kehadalw@das ecimreiy it is manifest that, if 
ur2@uersitas is in place at all, it is as that which continetur not 
48 that which continet'. This leads us to a closer consideration 
of aniuersitatemque rerum qua omnia continerentur, in which 
the latter words are a translation of i¢’ ob cuvéyeras 7d wav 
Alex. de mizt. 3, p. 216, 16 Bruns, but there the antecedent is 
TPeijya Sujxov in accordance with what the parallels already 
Cited haye established as normal. In fact, I know of nothing 
im the Greek authorities which would justify uniuversitas omnia 
COntinens, and it is not easy to apprehend the significance of 


* This treatise cannot be the work _nexion it is sufficient to point out that 
Of Chrysippus, as has been sometimes ‘the author maintains the eternity of 
Supposed, or of any other Stoic, the world, regards the elements as 
Although it is occasionally coloured five in number, and argues at length 
With Stoic phraseology. In thiscon- against pantheism. 


Mie 


- 
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‘the totality by which the universe is kept together.’ This 
is the same conclusion at which Krische long since arrived 
(Forschungen p. 470):—wir haben die Wendung sorgfaltig 
gepriift, aber weder einen Stoischen Terminus, der zum Grunde 
liegen kénnte, noch eine Ciceronische explicatio eines Stoischen 
Begriffs in ihr zu erblicken vermocht.’ Whereas, however, 
Krische boldly declared for the excision of the whole clause’, 
I am inclined to put ina plea in favour of milder treatment 
and to urge the claim of unitatem to take the place of 
uniuersitatem. The evidence may start with [Galen] e¢ feor 
TO kata yaorpos 1, XIX p. 160 K. ro dicAxov Eyor bia Twavtev 
avTay apynyov Kal mpwroyovoy Trredpua, brep Kadodou Taides 
dirocipar i) yuy?y ) wovada [} atonopy] 4} wip 7) opa@rdpas 
TO yéver Tvedua TO mpdrov, where von Arnim (II 638) justly 
remarks :—‘ yovada potuit scriptor Stoicae disputationi im- 
miscere, &rowoy non potuit.’ évorns is used in Plut. comm. 
not. 49 p. 1085 D to express the unity of organic or inorganic 
bodies (vwpéva) as contrasted with aggregates (é« dvertwTwr) 
or artificial units (é« cvvamTropévov). So Seneca WN, Q. 1 2, 4 
says that in using the phrase wnita corpora he must be taken 
to refer ad naturam corporis nulla ope externa sed wnitate sua 
cohaerentis. But, since the xéoyos is a feor, the umity of the 
macrocosm is similar to that of the microcosm: Sext. Math. 
IX 1380 (80d yap Kai Sia trav AiOav Kal Sia Tov puTa@p 
mepoiTnKe TL Tvedpa, WoTe Huds adTois cvuvevodaBat, Put. 
de def. or. 13 p. 416 F rnv évornra dsadvoe Kat THY KoWwe@ViaY 
tod mavtos, ib. 26 p. 4246 rodde yap Tod Koopov pilav x 
TAELOVOY TMLAT@Y Kai dvoLoiwY EvOTHTa Kal civTakW EyoVTOS, 
Cleomedes w. s. ovre pH bd Evos Tovov cuvEeyomévov avToU 
(scil. rod Kocpov) Kal Tod wvevpatos ut de dou bvTos cuuvOds. 
Perhaps most of all to the point is Alex. de anvm. mant. p. 131, 
8 Bruns (11 448 v, Arn.) émrecra elrrep Ev Te ouvEeyel TOV Te 


1 *So kiindigen sich ohne Widerrede 
obige Worte als ein reines Glossem an, 
welches entweder noch mit der friihern 
Kowh wdvrwr gio zusammenhing und 
hierher verschlagen wurde, oder, was 
mir glaublicher, nach Aufzihlung der 
bestimmt geordneten Theile der Welt 


und nach Aufstellung der zu oberst 
lierenden Kirper, Planeten und Fix- 
sterne, am Ende Alles zusammenfassen 
wollte, um auf Kosten jener turba 
deorwm der geschlossenen Einheit aller 
Theile ein selbstiindiges gittliches 
Leben zu yerleihen.’ 
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avvoAov Koc poy aya Tois év av’To, kal nal’ Exactov Taév em 
fAepous cwopaToy éoTi TL d ouvéexer. 

The immediate task confronting those who attempt to 
reconstruct the history of Stoicism is that of sifting a mass 
of material admittedly Stoic, but not expressly referred to the 
mame of an individual teacher or even in many cases to the 
school itself. A considerable portion of this has been grouped 
<and arranged by von Arnim under the name of Chrysippus, 
but he does not claim to have proved that it is derived from 
him either directly or indirectly, There is only a probability 
that since, broadly speaking, later writers owed their knowledge 
<f Stoicism to the works of Chrysippus or to summaries of 
them, any testimony which they bear should be traced to the 
Same source. Such a presumption has no application when we 
find in our authority a plain indication of variety of treatment 

within the school itself, even though it may fall short of 
absolute disagreement. But von Arnim did not consider it 
his province to follow up such distinctions: perhaps rightly he 
judged it more useful to put together everything which stood 
in some relation to the system of Chrysippus. ‘Itaque,’ he 
says (Praef. p. v), ‘iis materiam utilem uolui commodare, qui 
ex ipsis fragmentis Chrysippi et doctrinae testimoniis profecti, 
adhibitis etiam obscurioribus uestigis, de eius philosophia 
quaerere uellent.’ 1 will endeavour to determine the nature 
of Chrysippus’s contribution in one instance, where the school, 
while adhering in the main to the principle originally laid 
down, was not entirely consistent in its elucidation. It should, 
however, be borne in mind that the evidence is too fragmentary 
to admit of strict proof, and that, if an advance is to be made, 
we must be content in the first place with such probable 
hypotheses as will correlate the known facts. In vol. 11 
no. 712 von Arnim prints a passage from Philo de plantatione 
Noé § 142 mm p. 161, 18 Wendl. dealing with the question 
ei peOveOncera: o copos. After pointing out that Td weAvecy 
has two significations, being either equivalent to To oivode Oar 
or to TO Anpetv év olvm, the extract proceeds, without mentioning 
any names, to quote three answers as given by different 
philosophers. Some of those who had handled the question 
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considered we@verv in both senses alien to the character of the 
wise man, as being inconsistent with virtuous action. Others 
distinguished between oivoda@ac and XAnpeiv, approving of the 
former but disallowing the latter. The language used suffices 
to establish that both classes are Stoics. After a considerable 
interval we approach the third answer 6t 0 codds peOvaOncerat. 
Only the first argument adduced, depending on the alleged 
identity of olvos and pééu, is quoted by von Arnim with the 
remark ‘cetera a Chrysippo aliena,’ True enough: but it 
would have been better to omit all reference to the third 
answer, which belongs to the Peripatetics and is advanced in 
opposition to the views of the Stoics. This is clear from 
Stob. Hel. 0 p. 144,10 W. pedvebijcecAat cara cvpreptbopas, 
Kay ef pip Tponyoupéves, and it is very unlikely that so keen 
a controversialist as Chrysippus would have abandoned the 
position of his comrades. But, if von Arnim has unnecessarily 
extended his extract in one direction, he would certainly have 
done well to include part of the chapter which he has omitted. 
I allude to § 148 p. 163, 5 and especially to the words dappaxov 
dé, ef Kal ov GavaTou, wavias yoy axpatovr eivat aitioy cupBéeBnxe 
and (a little later) dva rodTo péevTot Kai THY apeTHnY THS TEpl Tov 
olvoy épyaclas matvomévny éxddrecay of Tpa@Tot, Kal Tas eF 
auTod KatacxéTous yevouévas Baxyas pacvadas, éret pavias 
Kal wapadpoovyns aitios Tois dwAHoTT@S Euhopovmevols 6 OlVoS. 
This occurs in the immediate neighbourhood of the Stoic views 
above referred to, and is at any rate a remarkable illustration 
of Stob. floril. 18,24 Xpucimmov: wixpav pact paviav elvac Tijy 
pwéOnv (111 713 Arn.) Putting this aside, we now seek to 
determine whether Chrysippus disallowed pe@vew in toto or 
was of that party which conceded to the omovéaios a license 
eis Tmodvowias ayova édOety (Philo lc.). A secure starting- 
point is afforded by Diog. L. vir 127 wai pay thy aperny 
Xpvoirmos ev atoBdAntnv, KreavOns d€ avaroBdntov o ev 
aTmoBAnthy Sa wenv Kal pedayyoriay, 6 8é¢ avaTroBAnrov bia 
BeBatovs xatadypess (111 237 Arn.). The summary is too curt 
to be satisfactory as an exposition, and the necessary commentary 
is given by Simplicius zm cat. 102 A (11 238 Arn.), who is beyond 
all reasonable doubt describing the views of Chrysippus :—oi 


— 
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Yraikol €v pedayyoriais Kail Kapous Kai AnOapyos Kal ev 
dapakwv Aneot suyyYwpovet atroBodny yiverOar wel dds 
TIN Noyexns E£ews Kal avTAs THs apeThs, Kaxias pev ovK 
avremsayouerns, THS d€ BeBavornTes yarwpéervns Kal eis ip 
Neyouew €€w peony of wadavoi perarvrrovens. It should be 
noted in passing how the words ris BeSavotyntos yadtwpéevns 
form a contrast with the SeSaiovs caradrnwWes of Cleanthes, 
Now on general considerations it would appear likely that the 
rigid uncompromising view of wée@y as duaprnpa and therefore 
impossible for the wise man with indefectible virtue was that 
of Zeno (ef. fr. 159 =1 229 Arn.) and Cleanthes, and that the 
subtlety of Chrysippus was required to meet the objections of 
Peripateticism—and common sense—by admitting the sus- 
pension rather than the actual loss of virtue, and by dis- 
tinguishing the drivellings of drunkenness, which the school 
intended to reprobate, from the reasonable enjvyment of wine 
to which even Zeno was not averse (Athen. 11 55F etc.). 
Observe then that Stob. Hcl. u p. 109, 5 W. ovy olov 8é 
webuclncecOar Tov vodv éyovta- THY yap méeOnvy auapTyTiKoY 
Tepieyeww, ANpnow eivar <yap> Tapa Tov oivoy, év pundevi Sé 
Tov arovdaiov dwaprdvew, 80 6 wavta Kat’ dperiv roveiv Kal 
Tov dra TavTHS opOov Aoyov (111 643 Arn.) reflects the attitude 
of Zeno and Cleanthes, and that BeBaiovs catadyevs (u. 8.) 
corresponds accurately with wavra «at apetny move x.T.d. 
Further, it is a warrantable inference that the school definition 
of wé0) was Xxyjpnots mdpovvos, and as such in all probability 
due to Zeno: cf, Plut. de garrul. 4 p. 504.B of 8€ diddcodor nal 
opitopevor TH wéeOnv éyovew eivas Ajpnow Tapowwov: obTws 
OU Wéyerat TO tive, ei mpocein TO Tivew TO cLwmavs GAN 
7) pwporoyta péOnv rove? Tv olvwccy, quaest. conu. VIII pro. 1, 
P 716 tv yoow peOnv of RoLdopodvTes Pitocopor Arpnow 
Tdpowov atokadovars TO dé Anpeiv ovdév eat GAN’ 7 AdYO 
keg ypyola. kai pdvapodder x.7.A. Assuming then the 
equivalence of wéOy and Anpyows, and interpreting the pre- 
Valence of gavtaciat dAd¢xoror in the light of the collapse of 
| ory) Ets (testified by Simplicius), we are completely justified, 

as I contend, in concluding that Diog. L. vir 118 «ai oivwn- 

vofar péev, ov peOvaOyncecbar dé (sc. Tov omovdaiov), étu Se 
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ovde pavycecOa:' rpootecciobar pévtor Tote a’T@ havTacias 
aAXoKoTous dia perayyoXiay 7) MjpHnaw, ov KaTa TOY T@V aipeTav 
Aoyov, dAAa Tapa pvow (I 644 Arn.) is a summary of the 
views of Chrysippus. Chrysippus, therefore, is in all probability 
the ultimate source of Plut. guaest. conu. 011 pro. 1, p. 6454 
which, after quoting £& 464 foll., proceeds :—olvweews éevrav0a 
Tov Twountod Kal méOns, ws Eeuol Soxel, diahopav UrrodeixvurTos. 
won wev ydp Kal yéXws Kal dpynows oivamévois petpios erect’ 
TO 5€ Nadi Kal NéyeLv, & BEXTLOY HY GLwTay, Tapotvias 75n Kal 
péOns Epyor éoti: cf. de garrul. 4 p. 503 F, quaest. conu. vir 10, 
2p.715pD. I have very little doubt that it is to Chrysippus 
also that we owe the parallel distinction which appears in 
Cic. Tuse. 11 11 ut furor (werayyodia) in sapientem cadere 
possit, non possit insania (pavia). 

To sum up, we conclude that Zeno and Cleanthes repudiated 
yé0n entirely as incompatible with the indefectible virtue and 
infallible wisdom of the oovdaios, whereas Chrysippus re- 
pudiated yé@y in so far as folly was implicitly contained in it, 
and, while recognising that the o7rovdaios must participate in 
drinking-bouts (if there are adequate reasons for incurring the 
risk), admitted the danger to which his virtue was temporarily 
exposed and the insecurity of his wisdom in resisting vinous 
impressions. 


A. C. PEARSON. 


ARISTOPHANES, ACHARNIANS 1093 and 1095. 


Al. opynorpises, ta hirtal “Appodiov, xadai. 
G\r’ ws TaytoTa oredde. AA. Kaxodainwr éyu. 


Al. «ai yap od peyadny éerreypadou tHv Topyava. 


Many scholars have recognised line 1093 as unsatisfactory, 
though no satisfactory emendation has hitherto been proposed. 
A. messenger has just brought instructions to Lamachus that 
he must resume his wanderings and guard the passes in the 
8mow against the Boeotians. Another messenger is bringing to 
Dicaeopolis an invitation to dinner with the priest of Dionysus, 
and says that all things are now ready, including the various 
cakes, and, according to the vulgate, “fair dancing-girls, the 
dearest things of Harmodius.” There seems no particular sense 
or point in calling dancing-girls “the dearest things of Harmo- 
dius”; in fact the available evidence rather points in the other 
direction. In this reference towards the end of the speech it is 
also natural to suspect an allusion to the famous song ®/ATa@’ 
‘A puodse, od ti rou réOvnxas (schol. Ach. 980, Athen. 695 B), 
Which came towards the end of the banquet. I would therefore 
Simply re-divide the words and read: ra piAtaé’ “Appode’, ove 
@Xaui, “there are waiting for you dancing-girls, and the words 
‘ Dearest Harmodius, not wanderings (as for Lamachus).” (I 
think that we may keep ra, taking it as “the words,” and that, 
though possible, it is not necessary to alter the reading of the 
Mss. to ro.) The words ov« aac would then be a parting hit 
at Lamachus, at whom the whole passage is aimed, as Lamachus 
©Vidently feels from his next words. I cannot help thinking 
that, if Aristophanes meant to write “Apyod:’, ov« ddan, the ordi- 
Mary post-classical scribe, reading the undivided apmodioykadal, 
Would be more likely to divide it as ‘Appodiov cadai than as 
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‘Appode ovx adda. Such wrong division in the case of un- 
familiar words has been not unfrequently a cause of error in 
our Mss. of Aristophanes: e.g. in Ach. 832, Kai yaipe wor. 
ME. add’ apuiv ov« érvy@pcov, where for a\X' duly we find adda 
piv R, d\va pev ABcorr. CEPA, a\ia piv T. The comma 
after ‘Appodiov does not appear in RAET, and seems to be a 
later addition. | 

In 1095 the predicative use of weyadnv seems to be out of 
place. Dr. Blaydes says the vulgate can only mean, “For the 
Gorgon you have adopted (as your patron) is a great one.” He 
also finds the imperfect a difficulty. He reads émeyéypawac 
Topyova; but this is surely not palaeographically probable_ 
Instead of yweydAnv I would suggest reading per’ dAn», i.e., “It 
serves you right; for even after your wandering about on service 
you still adopted the Gorgon as your patron.” In adopting the 
Gorgon Lamachus could not complain of lack of experience of 
the wanderings involved in war; even some twenty years before 
his wanderings had carried him as far as the Euxine, where he 
commanded thirteen ships in support of Sinope (Plut. Pericles, 
20). I think the phrase per ddnv makes the use of the im- 
perfect évreypadov easier. T and T are of course often confused 
in Mss., and I think that the ordinary scribe with metaAun before 
him would certainly be tempted to confuse it with the com- 
moner MerfAAHN. 


Rk. T. ELLIOTT. 





ON AN ORACLE IN PROOOPIUS DEF BELLO 
GOTHICO I 7. 


tore ‘Pwpato. aveyyncOnoavy tod LiBvAAnsS Erovs Strep 

Wduevov év To mply Yporm Tépas avTois edokev elvat. edevye 
A 3 ~~ F Ee b | F 

Y4p TO Aoyiov exeivo ws Hwixa av “Adpixy EynTat, 0 KOTpos 
fuv r@ youw odeiTaL. TO pévTOL XpNoTIHpLov ov TOUTE edidou, 
arr. r ‘ ef | = ros“4 f ’ a \ 

, virevrov OTe Or) avis bd ‘Pwpaiows AiBvn éotar, Kat 
TODTO eretrev Ste TOTE Evy THO Tracbl atrodettat Modvdos. Reyer 


yap ade depicas dpta " YA GG CU®M N4 T) 


PCPt S]ao]- émet 5¢ xdoaopos TH Aativey dwva o podvdos 
dtvara., @ovTo audi TH KOTUM TO AOyLov eva, 


In 533, 534 Belisarius overthrew the Vandal kingdom in 
Africa and subjugated the country. In 535 he invaded Sicily, 
2Mcd speedily made himself master of it.» In 536 he passed 
°Ver into Italy, and turned his arms against the Goths. 
Meanwhile, an army commanded by one Mundus had entered 
Dalmatia and defeated the Goths in the neighbourhood of 

onae: and now, in the interval between the occupation of 
Sicily and the invasion of Italy, a detachment of Mundus’ 
&rmy commanded by his son Mauricius was defeated by a Goth 
force and almost annihilated. Mauricius himself was amongst 
the slain. On hearing of the disaster, Mundus attacked the 

Snemy and routed them. But the victory was Cadmean. 


1 This paper was communicated to the Cambridge Philological Society 
ll May 1905. 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxx, 15 
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Maddened by his private grief, Mundus showed more zeal than 
discretion in following up his success, He was struck down 
by one of the fugitives, and with his fall the pursuit ended. 
“Thereupon,” says Procopius, “the Romans called to mind an 
oracle which had perplexed them in the past, to the effect that 
‘when Africa is in possession, the world and its offspring will 
perish. That however was not what the oracle meant. In 
reality, premising that Libya would be again subject to the 
Romans, it went on to say that in those days Mundus 
with his son would perish. The words are depicas dpta 


EYAGE CUM NAT) pepe s]4aq- But, 


since in the Latin tongue MUNDUS means ‘ world, the Romans 
supposed that the destruction of the world was what the oracle 
meant.” 

Now it is plain that the characters which I reproduce from 
Opsopoeus’ Sibyllina Oracula 1599 and 1607 p. 431 ought to 
represent Latin words': and it is equally plain that depicas 
dpta represents AFRICA CAPTA, That is to say, the Greek 
scribe has mistaken a Latin F for a Greek E, a Latin C for a 
Greek =, and a Latin P for a Greek P. Then, not knowing 
how to deal with the rest of the sentence, he has made a fac- 
simile of it. 

I do not know whether any one before Claudius Maltretus 
of the Jesuit society attempted to explain the mystery: but 
this scholar, in his edition of Procopius, Paris 1662, gives as 
the Latin original—AFRica caPpTA MUNDUS CUM NATO PER- 
1BIT. Gibbon, ch. xli, quotes Maltretus’ restoration, but not 
without a sneer. Cobet, Mnemosyne Vv 364, knowing nothing 
about Maltretus, restores in exactly the same way, and appends 
the characteristic remark—* Res certa et manifesta est.” And 
it must be admitted that the restoration is exceedingly plausible. 
The group of five characters which follows AFRICA CAPTA, with 
its central D, and the Y-like characters which precede and 
follow it, might stand for Munpus. The group of three 


1 Tracings kindly made for me by that Opsopoeus’ facsimile adequately 
my friend Dom E. C. Butler show represents the Paris ms 1699. 
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characters which follows might represent cum. In the ensuing 
group of four, NAT is unmistakeable. The remaining group of 
nine clearly begins with PERI. But here a difficulty presents 
itself. When four of the nine characters in this last group 
have been accounted for, it is not easy to see how five cha- 
tacters could have grown out of the three Latin letters Bir. 
Seemingly this difficulty was felt by D. Comparetti, who, in 
his recent edition, Rome 1895, “regardless of grammar,” reads 
AFRICA CAPTA MUNDUS CUM NATO PERIBUNT. 

Let us attempt another solution, beginning at the end with 


the group of nine characters PC Pr S]ao]~ I think that 


Comparetti is right in supposing this to represent PERIBUNT. 
The final stroke may well represent a Latin T. A Latin N, 
with its third limb a little curved, especially if the third limb 
Was not accurately joined to the second, might be read as AC, 
jast as in Greek mss H is sometimes confused with IC. I 
know too little about Latin palaeography to speculate about 
the conversion of the Latin BV into an abnormal o and an 
elongated «. 


I turn next to the group of four characters Nd T] 


Whiich is supposed to represent NATO. The first three are 
C@riainly nat. Now, if the last word is, as I have supposed, 
PE-RIBUNT, the words which precede should be either MUNDUS 
EE NATUS or MUNDUS NATUSQUE: and of the two alternatives I 
Prefer the latter, thinking that the last of the four characters, 
Which in some Mss becomes a & may be a conflation of the 
©@mpendium for us and a Q representing the conjunction QUE, 


Coming next to the group of three CV %. I suspect 


that the third of these characters is a D with the compendium 
for vs affixed to it, and that the two characters which look 
like cu represent the single letter M. Now MD is, according 
to Walther and Wattenbach, a recognized abbreviation for 
15—2 
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We have then for the latter half of the oracle MUNDUS NATUS- 
QUE PERIBUNT. But what are we to make of the group of five, 


" YA G @? Apparently the second and fourth letters are 


identical. Almost certainly the third letter is p. The fifth 
letter is not unlike a form of the final T. The initial may well 
be s. Let us suppose then that this group is SEDET. The 
verb is quite appropriate: for on several coins of Vespasian, 
Titus, and Domitian, which commemorate the conquest of 
Judaea and bear the legend IUDAEA CAPTA, Judaea is repre- 
sented by a female figure seated on the ground. See Madden’s 
Mistory of Jewish Coinage, pp. 184 ff. 
In fine, I suppose that the oracle was 


AFRICA CAPTA SEDET: MUNDUS NATUSQUE PERIBUNT, 


a hexameter line: and such I conceive that it should be, no* 


D | hoo. 


only on general grounds, but also because Procopius speaks ox, : 


it as ddopevov. 
HENRY JACKSON. 
15 March 1906. 





CORRECTIONS AND EXPLANATIONS OF MARTIAL. 


Lib. spect: 4. 


turba grauis paci placidaeque inimica quieti, 
quae semper miseras sollicitabat opes, 

traducta est, getulis nec cepit harena nocentis, 
et delator habet quod dabat exilium. 


The parallel of Suet. Tit. 8 ‘hos (delatores mandatoresque) 
*S8idue in foro flagellis ac fustibus caesos ac nouissime traductos 
Per amphitheatri harenam partim subici ac uenire imperauit, 
P&rtim in asperrimas insularum auehi’ makes it clear that 
Mr Friedlaender has rightly placed a comma after traducta est 
and that getulis must be no dative but something belonging to 
the next clause: such as Mr Friedlaender’s own cunctos, which 
'Mdeed is the only conjecture worth considering. The Gaetula 
°Xcemit harena of Messrs Leo and Dau is out of the question: 
16 disregards Suetonius, it is violent in the extreme (aex for 
'S7ec), and it is metrically illegitimate. In all Martial there 
md © only four examples of caesura procured by elision, 11 14 13 

Mam thermis iterumque iterumque iterumque lauatur’, 
XI 104 7 ‘fascia te tunicaeque obscuraque pallia celant’, 
XIX 48 9 ‘mullorum leporumque et suminis exitus hic est’, 
XIV 17 ‘sunt apinae tricaeque et si quid uilius istis’; and in 
@ll four the elided syllable is the particle que. 

I propose, as an easier change and a more forcible word 
than cunctos, 


traducta est, ingens nec cepit harena nocentis. 


‘2 Je-ns = tu-ge-lis = ge-tu-lis. The closest parallel in Martial 
“© this series of errors is at 11 17 1, where scribilita is cor- 
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rupted to inscripta in both the two families a and #: 
scrib-ili-ta = scrib-in-ta = in-sertb-ta, In Quid. met. xX 653 
pe-de li-bat has passed through pe-de-n-bat to pe-n-de-bat, 
which stands in the Marcianus, the best Ms. There is a very 
similar mistake at Iuu. 11 64, where the fragmenta Arouiensia 
have in-gent-ia for gent-il-ia. Nor is this the only place where 
a transposition of letters in the family a (which alone preserves 
the liber spectaculorum) has thrown Latium open to an inroad 
of Gaetulians: 01 30 3 ‘unde tibi togula est’, tog-ula B y, 
get-ula a; IX 92 3 ‘dat tibi securos uilis tegeticula somnos’, 
teget-ic-ul-a 8, que get-ul-ic-a a. There are blunders of the 
same sort at XI 56 2 sus-pi-ci-am] sus-ci-pi-am L and E, the 
best Mss of 8 and y respectively, 71 5 de-se-rat B vy, se-de-rat a, 
Vul 36 3 mare-oticus aulae y, mare-aule-oticus 8, 71 8 se-libra 
data est] se-data est libra E. In spect. 21 9 sq. I conjecture 


Orphea quod subito tellus emisit hiatu 
ursam elisuram, uenit ab Eurydice. 


The ms has wersam*isamur: if the erased letter was /, then 
u-rsam-e-lis-ur-am = u-e-rsam-lis-am-ur. I formerly, in the 
Classical Review vol. xv p. 155, proposed wrsam mersuram ; 
but that is less clear in meaning and less usual in rhythm. 


Lib. spect. 5. 


iunctam Pasiphaen Dictaeo credite tauro: 
uldimus, accepit fabula prisca fidem. 
’ nec se miretur, Caesar, longaeua uetustas: 
quidquid fama canit, praestat harena tibi. 


I think it less likely that Martial wrote in this disjointed 
fashion than that a copyist substituted nec, as copyists some- 
times would (e.g. Hor. carm. I 36 11, 12, 13, 15, art. 189, 
luu. X11 93), for the comparatively unfamiliar neu : 

neu se miretur, Caesar, longaeua uetustas, 
quidquid fama canit, praestat harena tibi. 
That is ‘et, ne se miretur uetustas, harena praestat Ete 
fama canit’. Heinsius conjectured ne. 
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Lib. spect. 28 9—12. 


quidquid et in circo spectatur et amphitheatro 
diues Caesarea praestitit unda tibi. 10 
Fucinus et tigri taceantur stagna Neronis: 
hance norint unam saecula naumachiam. 


Verse 10 is neither metrical nor intelligible, and it is to be 
corrected by the light of these passages: spect. 5 3 sq. ‘Caesar, 
....Quidquid fama canit, praestat harena tibi’, 9 1 sq. ‘praestitit 
exhibitus tota tibi, Caesar, harena | quae non promisit proelia 
rhinoceros’, 21 1 sq. ‘ guidquid in Orpheo Rhodope spectasse 
theatro | dicitur, exhibuit, Caesar, harena tibi’, 1 14 1 sq. 
‘Caesar,......hoc etiam praestat harena tibi’. Heinsius restored 
the necessary vocative thus: ‘diues, Caesar, to, praestitit unda 
tibi’; but io is a most unseasonable outburst and not at all 
defended by Mr Gilbert’s citation of vil 6 7, vil 41, x1 36 2. 
Jt appears to me that the original was 


a eh ee 


id diues, Caesar, praestitit unda tibi. 


Compare vil 31 9-12 ‘quidquid uilicus Vmber......aut Tusci 
tabi Tusculiue mittunt, | id tota mihi nascitur Subura’, The 
te& was perhaps absorbed by the following di-, just as in 
© aiid. her. vii 77 ‘quid di meruere’ the best Ms has omitted 
= after -id. But this family a has several times left out the 

fast letter or two of a line: spect. 23 6 ‘1 nunc et lentas 
©< tripe, turba, moras’, 7 Itali, om. a; 1 42 6 ‘i nunc et ferrum, 
t 1 tha molesta, nega’, 7 By, om. a; I 86 11 ‘ migrandum est 
es jhi longius uel illi’, migrandum By, grandum a. Defective 
Ex ctre naturally prompts conjecture, as at I 3 12 ‘i fuge, sed 
E> oteras tutior esse domi’, 7 Gy, om. H, wel T. | 
In u. 11 fagri is altered by Heinsius to diri, which many 
©ciitors accept. To Nero this epithet may be appropriate 
Snough, but it is not appropriate to this mention of Nero. 
he naumachia of Titus is not much extolled by saying that 
it is superior to the naumachia of one who was ‘dirus’. In 
Order that Titus may be exalted by a comparison with Nero it 
ls necessary that Nero, if possible, should himself be exalted 
first. Now a Julian emperor had at least one glory which 
a Flavian emperor had not: he was the seed of Venus and 
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Anchises. When Valerius Flaccus desires to compliment the 
new dynasty at the expense of the old, this is how he sets 
about it: Arg. I 7-9 ‘tuque o, pelagi cui maior aperti | fama, 
Caledonius postquam tua carbasa uexit | Oceanus, Phrygtos 
prius indignatus Julos’; compare Luc. ui 213 ‘ Phrygitque 
ferens se Caesar Juli’, Stat. silu. 1 2 189 sq. ‘ Phrygio si non 
ego iuncta marito, | Lydius unde meos iterasset Thybris 
Tulos?’ 'TIGRI and FRIGII are like enough; but Martial, even 
in adjectives and in Greek words, has no love for the genitive 
in -w, and I think he wrote 


Fucinus et 7’eucri taceantur stagna Neronis. 


In Iuu. vit Rubellius Blandus, whom Juvenal at 72 calls 
‘inflatum plenumque Nerone propinquo’, and to whom he says 
at 40 sqq. ‘tumes alto Drusorum stemmate, tamquam | feceris 
ipse aliquid...... ut te conciperet quae sanguine fulget Julz’, 
is addressed at 56 as ‘ T’ewcrorum proles’. teuert is teticri: the 
confusion of « with #2, which begins in uncials, occurs in this 
family of Martial’s Mss at 111 59 2 ¢ab: for whi and 1x 29 titul. 
anti for anu; it is also found in § at x11 3 8 tebi for whi and in 
y at X 34 3 resutws for restitws. In Manil. v 298 TYeucro is 
corrupted to tecvcro. 


r Ty: 


cogit me Titus actitare causas 
et dicit mihi saepe ‘magna res est’, 
res magna est, Tite, quam facit colonus. 


Turn pleader, says Titus; pleading is a fine affair. For 
certain persons, yes, replies Martial, but not for everybody. To 
convey this answer he lays hold of the word res and converts it 
to the sense it has in Hor. epist. 1 14 4 sq. ‘spinas animone 
ego fortius an tu | euellas agro, et melior sit Horatius an res’, 
where Bentley quotes digest. Iv 4 39 ‘ uendentibus curatoribus 
minoris fundum, emptor extitit Lucius Titius et sex fere annis 
possedit et longe longeque rem meliorem fecit’. Verse 3 is to 
be construed ‘ea demum magna res est quam colonus magnam 
facit’: what makes a fine farm is a good farmer, Cicero 
istam rem magnam effecit, ego non efficiam. 
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I 69. 


coepit, Maxime, Pana quae solebat, 
nunc ostendere Canium Tarentos. 


Canius Rufus of Gades (1 61 9) is staying at Tarentum, 

where his perpetual smile (11 20 21) has quite eclipsed some 
effigy of a laughing Pan which used to be one of the sights of 
the place. The city which Greeks called Tapas and Romans 
Tarentum had the literary name Tarentus conferred upon it 
in the first century after Christ: Sil. xm 434 ‘uerterat et 
mentem Tyria ad conata Tarentus’, Mela 11 4 68 ‘ Tarentus, 
Meetapontum, Heraclea’. This form, like the similar coinage 
Saguntus for Saguntum, was feminine in accordance with the 
Greek rule: Flor. 1 13 2-3 ‘ Tarentus...... in ipsis Hadriani 
Mmaris faucibus posita’. And Tarentum, the great centre of 
the wool trade, with ‘dulce pellitis ouibus Galaesi flumen’ in 
its neighbourhood, was the very place for an effigy of ‘ Pan 
©uium custos’. Why then do modern editors alter quae to qut, 
and so substitute the Tarentus or Terentum of the Campus 
Martius at Rome, which Pan so far as we know had nothing to 
do with? 


1 36 1—4. 


flectere te nolim, sed nec turbare capillos ; 
splendida sit nolo, sordida nolo cutis ; 

nec tibi mitrarum nec sit tibi barba reorum : 
nolo uirum nimium, Pannyche, nolo parum. 


“3. mitrarum. Metonymisch fiir Personen, welche die mitra 
tragen wie Juven. 3, 115 facinus maioris abollae’ Friedlaender. 
He might quote Mart. x 18 4 ‘quam fatuae sunt tibi, Roma, 
togae’; but how can such a metonymy stand side by side with 

“barba reorum’? If Martial wrote this instead of writing 


nec mitratorum nec sit tibi barba reorum, 


he must have had some motive which has not yet been 
discovered. 
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mu 77 1—4 


Cosconi, qui longa putas epigrammata nostra, 
utilis unguendis axibus esse potes. 

hac tu credideris longum ratione colosson 
et puerum Bruti dixeris esse breuem. 


2. ‘Leute, die zum Schmieren der Achsen gut sind, sind 
solche, denen nichts schnell genug geht’ Friedlaender : wretched 
sense, and refuted by u. 4 and u. 8 ‘ tu, Cosconi, disticha longa 
facis’. utilis unguendis axibus esse potes means not ‘bonus 
potes esse axungiator’ but ‘bona potes esse axungia’: in 
other words ‘pinguis es’. Cosconius, if we boiled him down, 
would yield a large quantity of excellent axle-grease. pingwis 
means stupid, like Midas in Ouid. met. x1 148 ‘pingue sed 
ingenium mansit’; and Horace plays on the literal and meta- 
phorical senses of the word in serm. 11 6 14 sq. ‘ pingue pecus 
domino facias et cetera praeter | ingenium’. In Cic. Cat. 111 16 
‘non mihi esse P. Lentuli somnum nec L. Cassii adipes nec 
C. Cethegi furiosam temeritatem pertimescendam’ adipes 
similarly means stupidity: Cassius is described by Asconius 
as ‘iners ac stolidus’. 

Having written this, I found that the verse had long ago 
been rightly explained by Ramirez de Prado in his hypo- 
mnemata of 1607. Mr Friedlaender often, as here, mistakes 
the point of a phrase or an epigram where it has been under- 
stood aright by his predecessors and where one would have 
supposed it to be unmistakable. His interpretations, for 
instance, of 118 8 tu non meliora facis, 1412 Aeoliam Lupi, 
IV 53 6 latratos cibos, V 24 4 turba sui ludi, v1 86 1 dominae 
niues, 89 3 Spoletina, vil 12 8 ferre negat, vil 14 1 Cilicum 
pomaria, X 1 2 legito pauca, 38 10 aetas tota, X1 8 7 sed longe, 
are all of them not merely wrong but obviously and per- 
versely wrong, and wrong where earlier interpreters were right. 
Similarly at 1152 2 he has missed the force of tribus and set 
me writing a note which I now cancel because I find the true 
explanation in the Delphin edition, ‘Spatale et duae illius 
mammae trium locum occupabant’. 
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1 93 18—22. 


audes ducentas nupturire post mortes 
uirumque demens cineribus tuis quaeris 
prurire. quid si satiae uelit saxum ? 20 
quis conlugem te, quis uocabit uxorem, 
Philomelus auiam quam uocauerat nuper ? 
I cannot remove the corruption in u, 20, but at least I can 
correct the punctuation of the passage. 
uirumque demens cineribus tuis quaeris. 
prurire quid si — v — uelit saxum ? 


cmeribus is dative. Siciliae saxwm for saxum Sicanum, the 
lapis molaris of Aetna, whose hardness was a proverb (Prop. 1 
16 29 sq. ‘sit licet et saxo patientior illa Sicano, | sit licet et 
ferro durior et chalybe’), is not altogether satisfactory; but 
quid si has the same force here as at I 35 6, 11 86 7, x1 205: 
the sense is ‘tune ut prurias? superest ut saxum prurire 
incipiat’, 
mi 95 11,12. 
quot mihi Caesareo facti sunt munere ciues, 
nec famulos totidem suspicor esse tibi. 


‘Pluribus impetraui a Caesare ius ciuitatis, quam tu 
Jhabes famulos’ Schrevel. ‘Auf meine Verwendung haben 
zahlreiche peregrini (vermuthlich Spanier) durch kaiserliche 
Verleihung das Biirgerrecht erhalten’ Friedlaender. If they 
-were ‘zablreich’, the explanation is evidently false; for the 
Sense requires a small number. And it requires a number 
~which Martial’s readers knew to be small; whereas the number 
of Spaniards for whom he had begged the franchise was no 
more known to them than to Mr Friedlaender. The true 
sense of the words is very different. Caesareo munere Martiali 
facti sunt ciues III, nempe liberi. In uu. 5 sq. of this epigram 
he has said ‘tribuit mihi Caesar...natorum...iura paterna 
trium’. It is his humour to take his technical paternity 
seriously: 1 92 ‘natorum mihi ius trium roganti | musarum 
pretium dedit mearum | solus qui poterat. ualebis, uxor: | non 
debet domini perire munus’; and since Martial is a Roman 
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citizen it follows that his three imaginary children are Roman 
citizens as well: Iuu. xtv 70 ‘gratum est quod patriae ciuem 
populoque dedisti’. 


Iv 69. 
tu Setina quidem semper uel Massica ponis, 
Papyle, sed rumor tam bona uina negat: 
diceris hac factus caeleps quater esse lagona. 
nec puto nec credo, Papyle, nec sitio. 


2. ‘immo ueneno mista esse, fama est’ Schrevel, ‘mais le 
public nie la bonne qualité de ce vin’ Nisard ; as if tam bona 
uina negat could mean ‘ negat illa uina salubria esse’. negat 
has here the sense it has so often elsewhere in Martial, as at 
1 42 6 ‘ferrum nega’ and xu 57 4 ‘negant uitam’; and the 
words mean ‘ optima illa uina a te posita rumor quidam nobis 
conuiuis negat, quaemadmodum dapes Tantalo negantur; obstat 
scilicet quominus ea bibere uelimus’. 


v t4 j—3, 


sedere primo solitus in gradu semper 
tunc, cum liceret occupare, Nanneius 
bis excitatus terque transtulit castra. 


2. tune y, om. 8. ocewpare lacks an object, twne is un- 
necessary, and twnc cum elsewhere in Martial takes, as usual, 
the indicative: v 49 9 ‘tum, cum prandia masit imperator ’, 
67 6 ‘tunc, cum lacerauit Ityn’, x11 70 10 ‘tune, cum pauper 
erat’, XIV 180 2 ‘tune poteras, Io cum tibi uacca fuit’. For 
these three reasons I propose 

sedere primo solitus in gradu semper, 
hunce cum liceret occupare, Nanneius, 


v 19 7—14, 


est tamen hoc uitium, sed non leue, sit licet unum, 
quod colit ingratas pauper amicitias. 

quis largitur opes ueteri fidoque sodali, 
aut quem prosequitur non alienus eques? 210 
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Saturnaliciae ligulam misisse selibrae 
flammarisue togae scripula tota decem 

luxuria est, tumidique uocant haec munera reges: 
qui crepet aureolos forsitan unus erit. 


Before we can correct u. 12 we must explain u. 11, which 

the commentators take to mean ‘sending a silver spoon of 
half-a-pound’s weight as a present at the Saturnalia’. But 
half-a-pound would be an uncommon weight for a ligula, which 
is * gracilis’ at v 18 2 and ‘sextante minor’, under two ounces, 
at wi 719; and Saturnaliciae ligulam selibrae would be still 
MoOre uncommon Latin for ‘Saturnaliciam ligulam sex uncia- 
rum’: in the figure called hypallage the epithet is transferred 
from the noun in the genitive to the noun on which the 
eEnitive depends, not contrariwise. The apparent meaning of 
the words is ‘unam ligulam ex selibra argenti Saturnalibus 
&ccepta’. Asin VIII 71 8 a selibra is given at the Saturnalia 
“14m cotula’, in the form of a cup, so here it has been given 
“1m _ ligulis’, as a set of spoons, to the rich patron; and he 
Presents to his poor client not the whole selibra but only one of 
the ligulae composing it. The practice of passing on to 
“nN other the gifts presented to oneself is the subject of Iv 88 
@and vil 53. 

In u. 12 togae scripula is nonsense and flammaris togae, so 
fax as we know, is not even Latin. The one conjecture worth 
MAEntioning is Munro’s ¢e lamnisue Tagi. Certainly e lamnis, if 
4G were written e lamminis, would be almost identical with 

7nmaris, and togae for tagi is no incredible error; but the 

© pression scripula e lamnis Tagi for ‘scripula auri’ seems a 
®Coad deal too high-flown for the occasion and the context. 
©reover the word fogae, in a passage dealing with the 
®elations of patron and client, is likely to be genuine. The 
toga is the official garb of the client as he trudges across Rome 
© salute his patron in the morning or dances attendance on 
Kiimn for half the day, 1 108 7, m 74 1, 6, m1 36 9, Vv 22 11, 
TX 100 1,x 10 12,18 4, 74 3, 82 2, x1 24 11, x1v 125 2; to 
Wear it is a heavy affliction, 111 4 6 ‘non potuit uanae taedia 
©rre togae’, 46 1 ‘exigis a nobis operam sine fine togatam’, 


—~--__ 
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X11 18 5 ‘sudatrix toga’; and true happiness consists in getting 
rid of it, X 47 1-5 ‘uitam quae faciant beatiorem...haec sunt, 
...toga rara’, 1 49 31 ‘nusquam toga’, xm 18 17 ‘ignota est 
toga’, X 51 6‘ o tunicata quies’. This being so, togae may be 
furnished with a construction by writing 
Saturnaliciae ligulam misisse selibrae 
damnatisue togae scripula tota decem 
luxuria est, 
in which togae is dative rather than genitive: see vit 55 8 
‘damnatam modo mentulam tributis’, x1 41 6 ‘damnauitque 
rogis noxia ligna’. The unlikeness of d to ff is not always 
great enough to prevent the confusion of words which differ 
little in other respects: thus in Stat. silu. rv 2 66 I find flaca 
for Daca, and at Mart. xtv 29 2, where y has nam uentus and 
a and 8 the barbarism mandatus, the true reading seems to be 
Pontanus’ nam flatus. damnatis togae means ‘ clientibus 
salutatoribus’. The construction of the sentence is the 
amo xowod which Martial so often employs: the conjunction 
ue, which unites lagulam with scripula, is attached to a word 
common to both members, as at V1 39 3 ‘nec est amici filiusue 
uicini’ (amici uiciniue filius), x 87 3 ‘linguis omnibus et fauete 
uotis ', XI 23 10 ‘siue meus siue erit ille tuus’, 30 1 ‘os male 
causidicis et dicis olere poetis’, 39 7 ‘ludere nec nobis nec 
tu permittis amare’, x11 18 9 ‘auro Bilbilis et superba ferro’, 
74 3 ‘hi magis audaces an sunt qui talia mittunt | munera’, 
xim1 1 8 ‘alea nec damnum nec facit ista lucrum’, xIv 57 1 
‘quod nec Vergilius nec carmine dicit Homerus’. The sentence 
therefore means ‘luxuria est misisse miseris clientibus ex 
selibra Saturnalicia ligulam uel scripula tota decem’, a ligula 
or even so much as ten scruples, perhaps in the form of a 
cocleare: see IV 88 2 sq. ‘ergo nec argenti sex scripula 
Septiciani | missa nec a querulo mappa cliente fuit’. 
vi 21. 
perpetuam Stellae dum iungit Ianthida uati 
laeta Venus, dixit ‘plus dare non potui’. 
haec coram domina, sed nequius illud in aure: 
‘tu ne quid pecces, exitiose, uide. 
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saepe ego lascluom Martem furibunda cecidi, 5 
legitimos esset} cum uagus ante toros; 

sed postquam meus est nulla me paelice laesit: 
tam frugi Iuno uellet habere uirum ’. 

dixit et arcano percussit pectora loro, 
plaga inuat; sed tu iam, dea, caede duos. 10 


So the latest editors, and many also of their predecessors. 
Stella is marrying Violentilla, and Venus warns him that his 
bachelor days are over and he must be faithful to his wife; and 
suiting the action to the word, to ensure his devotion and 
fidelity, she ‘arcano percussit pectora loro. Thereupon the 
poet begs her to bestow a similar stroke on Violentilla! How, 
I wonder, would the bride have received this broad hint of 
Martial’s opinion that nothing but divine interposition would 
prevent her from committing adultery ? 

caede duos in u. 10 is only the reading of 8: y has pare deo. 
The Italians of the renascence conjectured parce deo, which is 
quite unsuitable; Heinsius recovered the truth: ‘sed tu iam, 
dea, parce tuo’. The archetype had pare duo, and the lections 
of 8 and y are alternative attempts to correct it. Venus is 
begged to spare henceforth her devoted servant Stella and not 
to inflict upon him a second stroke: a second stroke would 
raise his passion for Violentilla to a height which might 
endanger his health and reason. 


vi 25 1, 2. 


Marcelline, boni suboles sincera parentis, 
horrida Parrhasio quem tegit Vrsa iugo. 


‘Hier ist (falls nicht Parrhasium iugum selbst das Nor- 
dische Gebirge sein soll, auf dem Marcellinus sich befindet) wol 
(mit Gilbert) zu verstehn: die Barin, welche dem Arkadischen 
Gebirge furchtbar war (Callisto), und dies bezeichnet dann den 
Norden’ Friedlaender. Neither the one nor the other: iugo 
means plaustro. “Ap«tos, jv cal duakay érixdnow Kadéoverr, 
is sometimes a bear, sometimes a wain, sometimes both 
together. Arat. 93 (Bowrns) auakains érahwpevos eciderar 
"Apetov, Cic.n.d. 11 109 ‘quasi temoni adiunctam prae se 
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quatit Arctum’, Luc, tv 528 ‘ flexoque Vrsae temone pauerent’, 
v 23 ‘ Hyperboreae plaustrum glaciale sub Vrsae’, Stat. Theb. 
I 692 sq. ‘temone supino| languet Hyperboreae glacialis 
portitor Vrsae’, 111 684 sq. ‘ubi sola superstite plaustro | Arctos 
ad Oceanum fugientibus inuidet astris’, Sen. Herc. Oet, 1523 
‘quique sub plaustro patiuntur Vrsae’. Compare also Mart. 
VI 58 1 ‘ Parrhasios...triones’, 


vi 29 1, 2. 


non de plebe domus nec auarae uerna catastae 
sed domini sancto dignus amore puer. 


‘Der Sinn von M.’s Worten’ says Mr Friedlaender ‘ kann 
kaum sein: kein verna, dessen man sich durch Verkauf 
entledigt, der also auf die catasta kommt. Quite true. He 
proceeds: ‘Sondern M. hat gemeint: ein verna, nicht ein auf 
der catasta gekaufter Sklave, und sich mit einer auch fiir ihn 
ungewodhnlichen (Einl. S. 20, 1) Nachlassigkeit ausgedriickt.’ 
Not at all. The relation of uerna to its genitive catastae is the 
same as in Iuu, I 26 ‘uerna Canopi’; the phrase means catasta 
oriundus. Of course a werna catastae, if you pursue his origin 
to the utmost, may prove to be uerna Syriae, werna Asiae, 
uerna Aegypti, or what not; but so far as his buyer is 
concerned with him the catasta is his patria: that is the 
ground on which you find him growing, and he is racy of that 
soil. The word werna, which regularly, when applied to a slave, 
means ‘home-bred’, is purposely chosen to create something 
like an oxymoron. | 


VI 39. 


pater ex Marulla, Cinna, factus es septem 

non liberorum ; namque nec tuus quisquam 

nec est amici filiusue uicini, 

sed in grabatis tegetibusque concepti 

materna produnt capitibus suis furta. 5 


These seven putative children he then enumerates ; their 
true fathers are Santra the cocus, Pannychus the palaestrita, 
Dama the pistor, Lygdus the concubinus, Cyrta the morio, 
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Crotus the choraules, and Carpus the wilicus: then comes this 
conclusion, 
iam Niobidarum grex tibi foret plenus 20 
si spado Coresus Dindymusque non esset. 


The old editors supposed foret plenus to be the predicate, 
and perceiving that Niobidae was an absurd name for this 
bastard progeny they altered iam Niobidarum to tamque 
hybridarum, which is adopted by Schneidewin, Friedlaender, 
and Gilbert. The two last editors, Mr Lindsay and Mr Duff, 
retain the Ms reading and presumably understand it aright ; 
but as I have never seen the verse explained I will here 
explain it. plenus is attributive and the predicate is tibi foret, 
ie. ‘haberes’; and ‘haberes plenum Niobidarum gregem’ 
means ‘tot non-liberos haberes quot Niobe filios habuit, hoc est 
nouem’. Martial follows the authority of Sappho: Gell. xx 7 
‘Homerus pueros puellasque eius (Niobes) bis senos dicit 
fuisse, Euripides bis septenos, Sappho bis nowenos’. 


Vil 354. 


quo possit fieri modo, Seuere, 

ut uir pessimus omnium Charinus 

unam rem bene fecerit, requiris ? 

dicam, sed cito. quid Nerone peius ? 

quid thermis melius Neronianis ? 5 
non dest protinus ecce de malignis 

qui sic rancidulo loquatur ore: 

‘ut quid tu domini deique nostri 

praefers muneribus Neronianas ?’ 

thermas praefero balneis cinaedi. 10 


“With what object in view do you prefer the (thermae) 
Neronianae to all that Domitian has given us?’ This is the 
meaning of uu. 8 sq., and it is absurd. The editors apparently 
suffer themselves to be duped by the ambiguity of the English 
why and the German warum, and fancy that wt guid, which 
means Ti SovAomevos (111 77 10, x1 75 2), can mean ri wav. 
Now absurdity is the privilege of authenticated readings; it 
cannot be conceded to conjectures, ut quid tu is not the 
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lection of the Mss, nor even of one family of MSs; it is the 
lection of the inferior members of the family y. The two best 
members of that family, E and A, have quid tw without the ut ; 
the family 8 has guid te tot (and also, but that is merely a case 
of false accommodation, Neronianis for Nerontanas). 

The common origin of quid te tot and quid tu was quid 
tu tot. Thus much was perceived by Gruter; but he wrote 
‘quid? tu tot......Neronianas?” The punctuation wants 
mending too; for what, in the vulgate text, is Neronianas 
doing without thermas, and what is thermas doing without 
Neronianas ? 

‘quid tu tot domini deique nostri 

praefers muneribus?’ Neronianas 

thermas praefero balneis cinaedi. 
The general drift of the epigram is well enough given by 
Schrevel: ‘quod si quis malignus mihi hic obstrepat, perinde 
ac si praeferam Neronis thermas...... publicis Domitiani 
aedificiis, respondeo me id non facere, sed conferre tantum inter 
se Neronis et Charini opera’. The words ‘quid thermis melius 
Neronianis?’ taken literally would mean that nothing, even of 
Domitian’s, was finer than Nero’s thermae. Up starts a 
captious sycophant, pounces on the phrase, and feigns so to 
understand it; nay wrests it further towards high-treason and 
distorts ‘nihil thermis Neronianis melius’ into ‘thermae 
Neronianae omnibus rebus meliores, meliores ergo muneribus 
Domitiani’. That is not what I was talking about, says 
Martial. 

The art or artifice of the poem lies in this; that having 
shifted at u.6 from one theme to another, as does V 37 at u. 18, 
it then at u. 10 returns as if by accident to the original 
subject; and balnets cinaedz, the last words of all, explain to 
the reader with seeming negligence what he has been waiting 
to learn,—the exact meaning of ‘uir pessimus omnium’ and of 
‘unam rem bene fecerit’, 


vo 79. 


potaui modo consulare uinum. 
quaeris quam uetus atque liberale ? 


a 
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ipso consule conditum ; sed ipse 
qui ponebat erat, Seuere, consul. 


‘2. liberale: edel, 4. Seuere. Zu 1 6, 3.’ These, not a 
word more, are the ‘erklarenden Anmerkungen’ of Mr 
Friedlaender. 

‘Not long ago’ says Martial ‘I drank a wine of a consul’s 
year’. The hearer straightway bethinks himself of Opimius 
and Anicius and the famous growths which bore their names, 
and he enquires how ancient and generous was the vintage, as 
at x1 111 ‘de Sinuessanis uenerunt Massica prelis: | condita 
quo quaeris consule? nullus erat’ (the wine dated from the 
kings or at least the tribuni militum). ‘It was laid up’ replies 
Martial ‘when the master of the house, the giver of the feast, 
was consul’; for this and nothing else is the meaning of tpso 
consule. Therefore it was not so very old after all. ‘Nay more’ 
—sed must mean something like atque adeo—‘the very man who 
set it on the table’—this is a long way of saying again what 
was briefly said in ipso just before—‘ was consul at the time’. 

Martial was an epigrammatist, and this is not an epigram. 
No writer that knew his trade and was leading up to ‘ ipse qui 
ponebat consul erat’ would forestall his point and blunt it by 
inserting ‘ipso consule conditum’. And, though all the mss 
have ipso, the family 8 bears witness against itself by prefacing 
the poem with this title: tocus de nomine consulis. Where 
wpso now stands, Martial wrote the name of his host, and that 
name had a double meaning. ‘-—-—consule conditum’, to one 
hearing it for the first time, meant ‘ uetustissimum atque 
liberalissimum’; it was a phrase like Iuu. V 30 ‘capillato 
diffusum consule’ or Luc. Iv 379 ‘nobilis ignoto diffusus 
consule Bacchus’. Having thus raised expectation to the 
height, he dashed it down,—sed, as it ought to be, is the 
turning-point,—by revealing that ‘- —’ was merely the 
host's name, so that ‘— — consule conditum’ meant ‘nouum’, 
The name, so far as the jest and the metre are concerned, 
might be Brutus or Primus: on considering the letters of the 
text 1b will appear that it was 


= 


PRISCO consule conditum. 
16—2 
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I suppose that prisco was corrupted to pisco as was prisce 
to pisce at vil 46 4 in 8 and ib. 6 in R, and that ¢ was 
absorbed by o, leaving nothing but piso: piso is changed to 
ipso in Ter. Scaur. G.L.K. vir p. 19 3, ipso to piso in Luer. 
v1 749. Perhaps however the mischief began with prisconsule. 
Martial’s seventh book was published about the end of the year 
92: one Priscus is given as consul in September 87 by the acta 
fratrum arualium; Marius Priscus, Heluidius Priscus, Iauolenus 
Priscus, would all appear to have held consulships at no remote 
date. The year 93 is designated by Tacitus or his Mss at 
Agr. 44 1 with the words ‘ Collega Priscoque consulibus ’, and 
it might seem that this epigram had been written in readiness 
for the consulship and was published just in time for it; but 
other authorities name Priscinus for Priseus as Collega’s 
colleague. 


vir 95 14, 15. 


centum occurrere malo cunnilingis 
et gallum timeo minus recentem. 


‘Gallum...recentem. Hiernach scheint man geglaubt zu 
haben, dass Verschnittene unmittelbar nach der Entmannung 
einen tiblen Geruch verbreiteten. Oder: ein frisch angekom- 
mener (VIII 75, 2) Gallier? Gilbert’ Friedlaender. Two 
extravagant fantasies, with no foundation except this verse, 
and therefore with no foundation at all. In this verse recentem 
means ‘recentem ab ea re quae gallis usu uenire solet’: see 
Tuu. vitt 176 ‘resupinati cessantia tympana galli’, schol. ‘turpia 
patientis’ (so Catull. 28 9 sq. ‘supinum...irrumasti’), Mart. m1 
81 I sq. ‘Baetice galle,...haec debet medios lambere lingua 
uiros’, The two verses are therefore parallel to xm 59 10 
‘ fellatorque recensque cunnilingus’. 

Here Farnaby gave the right interpretation, ‘ nuper 
AeiEavta’, but instantly wandered off to the chimerical explana- 
tion of Turnebus. 


Vill 25, 
uidisti semel, Oppiane, tantum 
aegrum me: male saepe te uidebo. 
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This epigram is rightly punctuated by Mr Gilbert, but not 
rightly explained : ‘du hast mich nur einmal besucht, naimlich 
als ich krank war; also schlimm, wenn wir uns oft sehen sollen’. 
The sense is ‘cum tu me aegrum semel tantum uideris, male 
faciam si te aegrum uidebo saepe’, When Martial was ill, 
Oppianus visited him only once; now that Oppianus is ill, 
Martial ought not to visit him often. 


vill 46 1—6. 


quanta tua est probitas, tanta est infantia formae, 
Ceste puer, puero castior Hippolyto. 

te secum Diana uelit doceatque natare, 
te Cybele totum mallet habere Phryga; 

tu Ganymedeo poteras succedere lecto, 5 
sed durus domino basia sola dares. 


Verse 4 can only mean ‘te Cybele mallet habere quasi 
alterum Attin, non castratum ideoque potiorem’. Placetne 
uobis, domini doctores ? placetne uobis, magistri ? 

The editors libellously affirm that Brodaeus proposed 
Phryge, ‘te, utpote non castratum, Cybele mallet habere quam 
Attin’; a change which avoids indeed the obscurity and 
uncouthness of the Ms reading, but retains its odious blend of 
grossness and ineptitude. What Brodaeus really proposed was 
‘te Cybele secum mallet habere Phryge’; and this is the best 
conjecture yet put forward. Such an error as Phryga for Phryge 
is not uncommon in Greek words (at Verg. Aen. vit 148 the 
Palatinus has lampada for lampade) and may here have been 
caused by the neighbourhood of the transitive verb habere; but 
secum would hardly be corrupted to totum when the same word 
stood just overhead in u. 3. Still, fotum must be false, 
whatever else 1s true. 

Now totum mallet is given by R, which here represents the 
family a; it is given by the family y, except that E has totum 
uellet; and apparently it is given by all mss of the family 8 
except one. But that one is L, the best beyond comparison and 
older by 300 years than the others, which all belong to the 
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15th century and are more or less tainted with interpolation. 
The reading of L, and, I make bold to say, of 9, is this: 
te cybele mollet habere phriga ; 
that is 
te Cybele mollt mallet habere Phryge. 


Compare 1 103 7 ‘deque decem plures semper seruantur 
oliuae’: semper yy, tibt nune PB. 


x 6 4—7. 


non puer auari sectus arte mangonis 
uirilitatis damna maeret ereptae, 

nec quam superbus conputet stipem leno 
dat prostituto misera mater infanti. 


ou 


‘nec a paupercula matre leno conducit uel emit puerum 
prostituendum’ Schrevel, ‘la mére indigente ne vend plus au 
riche entremetteur son enfant déstiné & la prostitution’ Nisard. 
But the Latin is evidently incapable of these meanings: it says 
‘nec mater dat infanti stipem, quam conputet leno’, which 
describes nothing that can ever have happened anywhere. 
What used to happen, before the reforms of Domitian, was 
that the mother reckoned how much the child would earn: 
this Domitian has now forbidden, 


nec, quam superbus, conputat, stipem leno 
det prostituto, misera mater, infanti. 


That is ‘nec conputat mater quam stipem leno infanti det’. 
For the hyperbaton compare I 76 9 sq. ‘ praeter aquas, Helicon, 
et serta lyrasque dearum, | nil habet, et magnum sed perinane 
sophos’, 89 1 sq. ‘garris in aurem semper omnibus, Cinna, | 
garrire, et illud, teste quod licet turba’, 1 69 4 ‘cum cenaret, 
erat tristior ille, domi’, x1 97 ‘una nocte quater possum; sed, 
quattuor annis | si possum, peream, te, Telesilla, semel’. 


Ix 44, 


Alcides modo Vindicem rogabam 
esset culus opus laborque felix. 
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risit, nam solet hoc, leuique nutu 

‘Graece numquid’ ait ‘ poeta nescis ? 

inscripta est basis indicatque nomen,’ 5 
Lysippum lego: Phidiae putaui. 


‘I read the name of Lysippus’. So Ouid. fast. v 567 sq. 
‘spectat et Augusto praetextum nomine templum, | et uisum 
est lecto Caesare maius opus’, ‘when he reads the name of 
Caesar’, 513 sq. ‘quae simul exhausit, “da nunc bibat ordine” 
dixit | “Iuppiter”. audito palluit ille Zoue’, ‘when he heard 
the name of Jupiter’, met. x 401 sq. ‘“uiuit genetrixque 
paterque”. | Myrrha patre audito suspiria duxit’, ‘when she 
heard the word father’. The editors all change Lysippum to 
Avoinov: why ? 


Ix 67. 


lasciuam tota possedi nocte puellam 
cuius nequitias uincere nemo potest. 
fessus mille modis illud puerile poposci: 
ante preces totas primaque uerba dedit, 
improbius quiddam ridensque rubensque rogaui: 5 
pollicitast nulla luxuriosa mora. 
sed mihi pura fuit; tibi non erit, Aeschyle, si uis 
accipere hoc munus condicione mala. 


2. nemo ay, nulla 8. Most editors adopt nulla, which is 
quite satisfactory; but nemo ought to be preferred, because it 
has superior authority and yields equally good sense. That 
sense however is strangely mistaken by Mr Gilbert when he 
says ‘vielleicht hat Martial das Wort gewahlt, um auch Knaben 
mit eimzuschliessen’, wuincere is here used as Sallust uses it 
in Cat. 20 12 ‘cum tabulas signa toreumata emunt, noua 
diruunt, alia aedificant, postremo omnibus modis pecuniam 
trahunt uexant, tamen summa libidine diuitias suas wincere 
nequeunt’, that is ‘usque ad finem diuitiarum peruenire’. 
nemo amator quicquam nequitiae rogare potest, quod puella 
praestare nolit. 

The last two lines of the epigram are so utterly misunder- 
stood by the commentators that I will not even quote their 
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explanations. nimirum puella munus, quod poeta rogauerat, 
pollicita est illa quidem, sed sub condicione (scilicet ut fieret 
‘mutua muli’); quae cum Martiali mala uideretur, is os 
puellae non conspurcauit; conspureabit, si uolet, Aeschylus, qui 
qua flagret infamia quamque non inuitus condicionem istam 
subiturus sit quarto huius libri epigrammate significatur : 
‘aureolis futui cum possit Galla duobus | et plus quam futui, 
si totidem addideris, | aureolos a te cur accipit, Aeschyle, 
denos?| non fellat tanti Galla. quid ergo? tacet’. 


ix 72 1, 2 


Liber, Amyclaea frontem uittate corona, 
qui quatis Ausonia uerbera Graia manu. 


‘Verg. georg. 11 89 Amyclaet...Pollucis (cf. Mart. x 72 1 
corona qua coronantur pugiles, a Polluce nominata)’ says the 
thesaurus linguae Latinae; and Martial’s commentators agree 
that Pollux is indicated and that Liber was a boxer: as if 
quatis uerbera were Latin for anything that a boxer does. It 
means to crack a whip, culex 218 sq. ‘obuia Tisiphone, ser- 
pentibus undique compta, | et flammas et saeua guatit mihi 
uerbera’; and Amyclaea has nothing to do with Pollux, but 
means Castorea. 


x 4 7, 8. 


quid te uana iuuant miserae ludibria chartae ? 
hoc lege, quod possit dicere uita meum est. 

The editors all print ‘quod possit dicere uita “meum est”’, 
so that quod has no construction, and Mr Friedlaender, ap- 
parently the first commentator to bestow a thought upon the 
matter, says ‘Der Ausdruck ist nicht correkt’. The incorrect- 
ness however resides in the modern punctuation, not in the 
ancient words: they are sound Latin, but, as sound Latin often 
will, they refuse to be punctuated. I have called attention to 
this subject in the Classical Review vol. xi pp. 426 sq. When 
Ovid at met. v 414 writes ‘agnouitque deam nec longius ibitis 
inquit ’, that means ‘agnouitque deam et “non longius ibitis” 
inquit’, and the correct (or rather the least incorrect) punctua- 
tion is grotesque: ‘agnouitque deam “ne”c “longius ibitis” 
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inguit’. When Ovid, if Ovid it is, at her. x1t 201 sq. writes 
‘aureus ille Aries uillo spectabilis alto | dos mea, quam dicam 
si tibi redde neges’, that means ‘et, si dicam tibi “hane 
redde”, neges’, and the least incorrect punctuation 1s ‘dos 
mea, qu“am” dicam si tibi “redde” neges’. In Martial’s 
verse the words ‘quod possit dicere vita meum est’ mean 
‘carmen tale ut possit dicere uita “hoc meum est”’: quod is 
nominative, and the construction is best represented thus: 


hoc lege, qu‘od’ possit dicere uita ‘meum est’, 


But this is an eyesore ; and neither this nor any punctuation is 
properly applicable to the Latin idiom. 


x 19 6—9. 
illic Orphea protinus uidebis 
udi uertice lubricum theatri 
Mirantisque feras auemque regi 
raptum quae Phryga pertulit Tonanti. 


The old commentators planted Orpheus and his beasts on 
the top of a theatre, and sprayed them with saffron-water 
from the stage. It is now recognised that Martial describes 
an architectural fountain with a group of statuary. But when 
Mr Friedlaender says ‘Das Bassin hatte nach v. 7 die Form 
eines Halbkreises mit Stufen’ he is mistaken. theatri simply 
means the audience of Orpheus, the creatures listening to his 
lute: so spect. 21 1 sq. ‘quidquid in Orpheo Rhodope spec- 
tasse theatro | dicitur, exhibuit, Caesar, harena tibi’, Ouid. 
met. XI 21 sq. ‘innumeras uolucres anguesque agmenque fera- 


rum | Maenades Orphet titulum rapuere theatri’. 
xX 34, 


di tibi dent quidquid, Caesar Traiane, mereris 
et rata perpetuo quae tribuere uelint. 

qui sua restituis spoliato iura patrono 
(libertis exul non erit ille suis), 

dignus es ut possis totum seruare clientem, 5 
ut, liceat tantum uera probare, potes. 


The totum of u. 5 is barely intelligible; but it is better to 
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retain an unintelligible reading than to replace it by such 
absurdities as tutwm or etiam and make Martidl tell Trajan 
that because he has conferred a favour on patrons he deserves 
to be able to—confer a favour on clients. You do not tell a 
man that he deserves to lend you half-a-crown. 

The first couplet prays in general terms that Trajan may 
be recompensed according to his benefactions. The second 
specifies one of his benefactions. The third, ‘dignus es ut... ’, 
must evidently specify the appropriate recompense. Therefore 
chientem cannot be the object of seruare; because seruare clien- 
tem is not a recompense for Trajan to receive, but a second 
benefaction for Trajan to bestow. clientem must be predicative 
and the object of seruare must be sought in totum. totum can 
only signify totwm patronum: ‘dignus es ut possis patronum 
totum (toto animo) in tua clientela seruare (retinere)’. The ex- 
pression is not clear and the sense is not adequate ; for ‘ut potes’ 
is now highly superfluous, and ‘liceat tantum uera probare’ 
(i.e. ‘si modo mihi uera dicenti credere uis’) is almost ridicu- 
lously so. Upon what occasions one says such things as ‘ liceat 
tantum uera probare’ may be seen from v 19 1 sq. ‘st qua fides 
ueris, praeferri, maxime Caesar, | temporibus possunt saecula 
nulla tuis’: it is when one is making a statement which might 
be thought extravagant. Adequate sense can only be obtained 
by substituting for totum some such noun as Romam or orbem: 
then we may compare Plin. epist. x 17 B 1 ‘C, Plinius Traiano 
imperatori. quinto decimo kal. Oct., domine, prouinciam in- 
traui, quam in eo obsequio, in ea erga te fide, quam de genere « 
hwmano mereris, inueni’. I conjecture therefore 


dignus es ut possis populum seruare clientem, 


that is totulum, for p and ¢ are confused even in the earliest 
mss, and Virgil’s Palatinus at georg. 1 307 has ‘ter ramos 
uictor terque alta cacumina regnat’ for per...pergue. But it is 
also conceivable that the original was ‘ populwm possis’ and the 
word was lost by reason of the homoearchon: see 1X 46 4 
above. ‘Trajan deserves that his people should regard him 
not merely as their emperor but as their patron, a closer and 
more personal tie. 
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x 48 19, 20. 


de Nomentana uinum sine faece lagona, 
quae bis Frontino consule trima fuit, 

This passage was long ago corrected, and Heinsius’ trima 
is now generally received instead of the unmeaning prima of 
the Mss. What I have to do is to explain the correction, for 
the commentators realise only half of its excellence and its 
necessity. Mr Friedlaender for instance writes ‘bis Frontino 
consule. Spitestens im Februar 98’, ‘trima fuit. Der unter 
dem zweiten Consulat des Frontinus bereits ein dreijahriger 
gewesen ist’; and Mommsen in Herm. 1! p. 122, discussing 
the date of Martial x, says that ‘darin das zweite Consulat des 
Frontinus genannt wird’, 

There came a time when ‘obliti sunt Romae loquier lingua 
Latina’ and bis meant terwm, but in Martial’s day it was not 
yet come. In the fourth century even so good a scholar as 
Claudian could write ‘te fastos ineunte quater’ for quarto at 
iv cons. Hon. 612, though Mr Birt is wrong in saying that 
quater has this sense at Kutr. 1 489; and even so early as 
Diocletian’s reign a proletarian writer like Spartianus could 
misuse bis, quater, quinguiens, septiens in the same way, But 
from Martial’s contemporaries and predecessors, and indeed 
from all Latin down to Diocletian, there are quoted only two 
examples of the solecism: one from the most wretchedly pre- 
served of all the works of Tacitus, Agr. 44 1 ‘natus erat 
Agrippa Gaio Caesare ter (tert. Vrsinus, iterum Nipperdey) 
consule idibus Iuniis’; one from Velleius, whose text depends 
on inaccurate copies of a single lost MS and has errors in 
numerals on every other page, I 15 5 ‘in Bagiennis Eporedia 
(deducta colonia est) Mario seaiens (seatwm Cludius) Valerioque 
Flacco consulibus’. Georges adds what he believes to be two 
instances of ter for tertiwm from Pliny’s panegyricus'; but here 


1 The thesaurus linguae Latinae 
m 2012 15 sqq. quotes, as a passage 
where bis ‘accedit ad notionem iterum’, 
Priap. 35 1 sq. ‘pedicabere, fur, semel ; 
sed, idem | si deprensus eris bis, ir- 
rumabo’. It is true that iterum would 


be equally good sense; but to say 
that bis therefore has the sense of 
iterum is like saying that Ancws in 
Lucr. 11 1025 ‘lumina sis oculis etiam 
bonus Ancw’ reliquit’ means Numa, be- 
cause Numa too was good and is dead. 
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he is mistaken, The passages are these: 60 5 ‘recepit enim 
tertium consulatum, ut daret. nouerat moderationem homi- 
num, nouerat pudorem, qui non sustinerent tertio consules 
esse nisi cum ter consule’, 61 1 ‘equidem illum antiquum 
senatum contueri uidebar, cum fer consule adsidente tertio 
consulem designatum rogari sententiam cernerem’ (add from 
the immediate context ‘sed cum fer consules facis, non tibi 
magnus princeps sed non ingratus amicis uideris’), These 
modest senators could not endure to receive a third consul- 
ship before Trajan had received a third consulship: Trajan 
therefore became consul a third time. Having done so, he 
was both tertium (tertio) consul and ter consul: he was also, as 
it happened, imperator and Caesar and Augustus and pontifex 
maximus ; but Pliny’s ter consule no more means terfewm con- 
sule than pont. maz. means imperator. A man is tertiwm 
consul while he holds his third consulship: he is ter consul 
from the day when he assumes his third consulship to the 
day when he assumes his fourth consulship or dies. Pliny’s 
ter consule is therefore both good Latin and good sense: 
Martial’s bis Frontino consule is either bad Latin or non- 
sense; for while Frontino tterwm consule would mean between 
Jan. 25 and March 1 in 98 «.D., Frontino bis consule means 
any time between then and 100 a.p., and gives the wine 
no date. 

This difficulty, as well as the difficulty of prima, was re- 
moved by Heinsius’ substitution of ¢ for p. The construction 
is ‘quae, Frontino consule, bis trima fuit’, The numerical 
adverb is sometimes still further removed from its adjective, as 
in Mart. 115 3 ‘bis iam paene tibi consul tricensimus instat’, 
Ouid. fast. v1 768 ‘ quintus ab extremo mense brs ille dies’. If 
it is said that Frontimo consule is ambiguous and might signify 
Frontinus’ first consulship in Vespasian’s time, I shall reply 
that it 1s no more ambiguous than consule Tullo in Hor. carm, 
11 8 12, which probably means 66 B.c, but might mean 33 B.c. 
It may be added that the common interpretation of the verse 
makes Martial a bad host, for Athenaeus I 27 B says that 
Nomentan wine is not fit to drink till it is five years old. 
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x 80. 


plorat Eros, quotiens maculosae pocula murrae 
inspicit aut pueros nobiliusue citrum, 

et gemitus imo ducit de pectore quod non 
tota miser coemat Saepta feratque domum. 

quam multi faciunt quod Eros, sed lumine sicco! 5 
pars maior lacrimas ridet et intus habet., 


Those editors who do not keep to themselves their opinion 
on the construction of u. 6 explain it as meaning ‘ridet Erotis 
lacrimas et intus habet suas’. But ‘pars maior’, the greater 
half of mankind, never saw or heard of Eros. ridet is in- 
transitive and lacrimas is governed only by Aabet: the sense 
is ‘ridet, et lacrimas intus habet’, and the order of words is 
that of Plaut. aul. 95—7 ‘mortarium......fures (uenisse atque) 
abstulisse dicito’, 270 ‘uascula intus pure (propera atque) 
elue’, Ter. ad. 917 ‘tu illas (abi et) traduce’, ciris 290—2 
‘tene ego tam longe (capta atque) auecta nequiui......effu- 
gere ?’, Manil. tv 584 ‘se quisque (et uiuit et) effert’, Theoer. 
anth. Pal. vir 664 1 "Apyidoyov (kai ora@c Kai) eloide Tov 
Tada. Tounravy. 

And, after all, the true sense was perceived by the despised 
Lemaire: ‘mira constructio, posito ante uerbum utrumque T@ 
lacrymas, quod ad posterius solum refertur’, 


x 93 14. 


si prior Euganeas, Clemens, Helicaonis oras 
pictaque pampineis uideris arua iugis, 

perfer Atestinae nondum uulgata Sabinae 
carmina, purpurea sed modo culta toga, 


The commentators are silent on u. 2, but the Delphin 
editor paraphrases it ‘agros pictos pampineis collibus’ and 
Nisard ‘ces campagnes et ces coteaux couronnés de pampres’, 
arua however are not picta collibus: tugwm is here the cross- 
piece along which vines were trained in a winea tugata, 
Varr. r. r. 1 8, Colum. Iv 17 and 19, Plin. n. h. xvit 164 sqq. 
The word has the same meaning, and is similarly misunder- 
stood, in Manil, v 238—40 ‘et te, Bacche, tuas nubentem 
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iunget ad ulmos, | disponetue dugis imitatus fronde choreas, | 
robore uel proprio fidentem in bracchia ducet’. 


x 100. 


quid, stulte, nostris uersibus tuos misces ? 

cum litigante quid tibi, miser, libro ? 

quid congregare cum leonibus uolpes 

aquilisque similes facere noctuas quaeris ? 

habeas licebit alterum pedem Ladae, 5 
inepte, frustra crure ligneo curres. 


2. ‘litigante. qui tibi litem intendit et contra te dicit fur 
es’ Schrevel, ‘mit meinem Widerspruch erhebenden Buche ’ 
Friedlaender. Having regard to the context, 1 ‘misces’, 
3 ‘congregare’, 4 ‘similes facere’, I understand litigante to 
mean secum discordante, a book whose contents are at strife 
like the elements in chaos, ‘non bene iunctarum discordia 
semina rerum’. This strife is called by Ovid lis: met. 1 21 
‘hance deus et melior litem natura diremit’, fast. 1 107 sq. 
‘rerum secessit dite suarum | inque nouas abiit massa soluta 
domos ’. 


xI 49. 


iam prope desertos cineres et sancta Maronis 
nomina qui coleret pauper et unus erat. 

Silius optatae succurrere cenis ut cliabrae 
Silius et uatem non minus ipse tulit. 


This epigram is preserved only in one family of Mss: hence 
the plight of the last distich, which was amended, not by 


Heinsius, as the latest editors 


1 Other false attributions should be 
corrected as follows: spect. 27 2 feram 
not Buecheler but Haupt, m praef. 
atgue not Gilbert but Schneidewin, u 
46 8 tui not Friedlaender but uiri 
docti apud Schreuelium (the mei of 
Scriuerius is a better conjecture), rv 23 
3 Graium not Koestlin but Itali, x1v 
201 2 ri émixkwordAny not Gilbert but 


say’, but by Lipsius and the 


Schneidewin. parma at spect. 29 5 is 
ascribed to ‘Wagner’: it is true that 
Philip Wagner is the most eminent 
scholar who has borne that name, but 
since he is not the only Wagner who 
has dealt with Martial it would be wise 
to add the ‘Philip’. At spect. 30 2 
and xt 81 4 UHeinsius’ conjectures 
lentas and utrique are placed in the 
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Italians of the renascence, as follows: 


Silius optatae succurrere censuit umbrae, 
Silius et uatem, non minor ipse, colit. 


This seems to be right so far as it goes, but that is not 
nearly far enough. optatae wmbrae is mere nonsense, the 
repetition of Silius serves no end, and succurrere censuit does 
not possess the meaning required of it. It means ‘he advised 
that assistance should be rendered ’ (Hor. epist. 1 2 9 ‘ Antenor 
censet belli praecidere causam’, Colum. I 2 1 ‘censeo igitur in 
propinguo agrum mercari’): it is required to mean ‘he resolved 
to render assistance’, i.e. ‘succurrere statwit’; for this, not that, 
is what Silius did. Mr Gilbert seems to have rightly elicited 
tantae from -tatae, so it remains to find a construction which 
will yield sense: for instance 


optandum tantae succurrere censuit umbrae 
Silius, et uatem, non minor ipse, colit. 


ie. optabile duxit. This is perhaps more likely than 
ipsius hoc, tantae succurrere, censuit, umbrae, 
Silius, 


ie. hoc suum duxit. 


XI 65. 
sescenti cenant a te, Iustime, uocati, 
lucis ad officium quae tibi prima fuit. 
inter quos, memini, non ultimus esse solebam, 
nec locus hic nobis inuidiosus erat. 
postera sed festae reddis sollemnia mensae : 5 
sescentis hodie, cras mihi natus eris, 


The commentators’ explanations of u. 6 are no explanations, 
and I pass them over. It means ‘hodie mihi natus non es’, 
and this phrase has two senses. Ostensibly it signifies ‘I do 
not regard to-day as your birthday’; but it msinuates the 
text without any indication of their emending the corruption is wrongfully 
origin, At vir 67 10 it is not men- assigned to Goetz, who merely cor- 
tioned that Mercerius restored by rected the spelling, instead of Calde- 
divination the wt iantes afterwards rinus, who printed scriblita in the year 
found in R. Atim1171 the credit of 1480, 
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meaning ‘to-day I regard you as beneath contempt’. So Iv 
83 3 sq. ‘despicis omnes, | nec quisquam liber nec tui natus 
homo est’, Vit 64 18 ‘natum te, Clyte, nec semel putabo’, 
x 27 4 ‘nemo tamen natuwm te, Diodore, putat’, Petron. 58 
‘meliorem noli molestare, qui te natum non putat’. Martial 
alludes to the same colloquialism in xt 12 ‘ius tibi natorum 
uel septem, Zoile, detur, | dum matrem nemo det tibi, nemo 
patrem’ ; and Seneca plays, like Martial, with its two meanings 
in apoc. 3 ‘non est mirum si errant et horam (i.e, horoscopum) 
eius nemo nouit: nemo enim wmquam illum natum putauit’. 


x1 90, 
carmina nulla probas molli quae limite currunt 
sed quae per salebras altaque saxa cadunt, 
et tibi Maeonio quoque carmine maius habetur 
‘Lucili columella hic situs Metrophanes’, 
attonitusque legis ‘terrai frugiferai’ 5 
Accius et quidquid Pacuuiusque uomunt. 
uls imiter ueteres, Chrestille, tuosque poetas ? 
dispeream ni scis mentula quid sapiat. 

The editors before Schneidewin used to read si scis in u. 8; 
the ni scis of the MSS is now received but not explained, I 
understand the verse to have two meanings: the one ‘ dis- 
peream ni scis quantum saporis habeat uirile dicendi genus’ 
(compare Pers. 1 103 sq., where new-fangled poetry like ‘euhion 
ingeminat, reparabilis adsonat echo’ provokes the enquiry ‘ haec 
fierent, si testiculi uena ulla paterni | uiueret in nobis?’); the 
other a mere insult, ‘dispeream ni fellator es’. 


XI 98. 


effugere non est, Flacce, basiatores. 
instant, morantur, persecuntur, occurrunt 
et hinc et illinc, usque quaque, quacumque. 
This theme, the nuisance of the basiator, is pursued through 
sixteen verses, and then the poem ends thus: 
febricitantem basiabit et flentem, 20 
dabit oscitanti basium natantique, 
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dabit cacanti. remedium mali solum est, 
facias amicum basiare quem nolis, 


23. ‘ineas amicitiam cum eo quem osculari nolis’ ed. 
Delphin; and the construction is thus understood by Schrevel 
(‘cui absque offensa negare possis’) and Friedlaender (‘die 
Pointe des Epigramms liegt darin, dass man die Kiisse nur 
durch dasjenige Verhaltnis vermeiden kann, bei dem sie allein 
angemessen sind’), But this is an epigram against basiatores 
in general: the malum of u, 22 is the prevalent practice of 
basiatio at unsuitable times and places, not the kisses of any 
particular class or person ‘quem basiare nolis’. 

When a Roman reader's eye fell upon a poem written in 
scazons and having the word basiator in the first line, he knew 
what was coming. He knew that in the last line, if not before, 
he would find an obscene jest of a particular sort; and when 
he reached the last line of this poem, there, sure enough, he 
found it, The Romans had a rough pleasantry, in the form 
of a threat, which they used to fling indiscriminately at friends 
and foes without any serious meaning. It is found in its 
simplest terms at Catull. 16 1 and 21 8; in Martial it is 
elaborated at vil 55 6—8 ‘linges non mihi (nam proba et 
pusilla est) | sed quae’ etc., but elsewhere disguised in eu- 
phemisms, 111 83 2 ‘fac mihi quod Chione’, 96 3 ‘si te prendero, 
Gargili, tacebis’. Few took it to heart like Asinius Pollio in 
Sen. de. ben, rv 31 4 ‘(Mamercus Scaurus) Pollioni iacenti 
obsceno uerbo usus dixerat se facturum id, quod pati malebat ; 
et cum Pollionis adtractiorem uidisset frontem “ quidquid” 
inquit “mali dixi, mihi et capiti meo”’; but it was a recognised 
form of humour to pretend that it was meant in earnest and 
capable of execution. ‘facias amicum basiare quem nolis’ is 
a way to revenge yourself on your troublesome acquaintance 
the basiator and teach him not to molest you: it means ‘amicum 
talem reddas qualem basiare nolis’, ‘efficias ut iste basiator 
talis sit qualem homines basiare nolint’. Compare Suet. Ner, 
35 ‘in quibus Aulum Plautium inuenem, quem cum ante 
mortem per uim conspurcasset “eat nunc” inquit “mater mea 
et successorem meum osculetur”, iactans dilectum ab ea et 


Journal of Philology. vow. xxx. 17 





258 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


ad spem imperli impulsum’, Sen, de ben, Iv 30 2 ‘Fabium 
Persicum, cuius osculum etiam impudici deuitabant’, Catull. 
79 3 sq. ‘hic pulcher uendat cum gente Catullum, | si tria 
notorum sauia reppererit’, Mart. 1 94 ‘cantasti male, dum 
fututa es, Aegle, | iam cantas bene: basianda non es’, XI 61 5 
‘mediumque mauult basiare quam summum’, X 22 3 ‘ basiare 
te nolo’. 
There is a similar allusion in U1 82 32 sq. 
hos malchionis patimur inprobi fastus, 
nec uindicari, Rufe, possumus: fellat. 


That is ‘nec uindicari possumus irrumando ; fellator est enim, 
ut eam poenam non inuitus passurus siti’. 


XII praef. fin. 


tu uelim ista, quae tantum apud te non periclitantur, di- 
ligenter aestimare et excutere non graueris; et, quod tibi 
difficillimum est, de nugis nostris iudices nidore seposito, ne 
Romam, si ita decreueris, non Hispaniensem librum mittamus 
sed Hispanum, 


nidore 8, nitore y, which Mr Gilbert renders ‘ Heiterkeit’, 
though nitor never means anything of the sort. nidore, being 
the more evidently false of the two readings, is likely to be 
nearer the truth; and further (though this consideration has 
less weight) 8 is on the whole more faithful than y. Munro's 
nimio fauore satisfies the most urgent requirements of the 
sense; but the one perfectly appropriate word in the Latin 
language, conveying at once the sense required and the compli- 
ment expected, is candore. candor is that temper of mind 
which impels men to think well of the work of others: Ouid. 
trist. V 3 53—6 ‘si uestrum merui candore fanorem | nullaque 
iudicio littera laesa meo est, | si, ueterum digne ueneror cum 
scripta uirorum, | proxima non illis esse minora reor’, ex Pont. 
11 4 9—13 non opus est magnis placido lectore poetis,...nos... 
uiribus infirmi uestro candore ualemus’, Sen. suas. VI 22 ‘ut 
est natura candidissimus omnium magnorum ingeniorum «esfe- 
mator T. Liuius, plenissimum Ciceroni testimonium reddidit’, 
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Mart. vir 99 5—7 ‘dicere de nobis, ut lector candidus, aude :| 
“temporibus praestat non nibil ille tuis, | nee Marso nimium 
minor est doctoque Catullo”’, x11 2 8—10 ‘nos haec nouimus 
esse nihil. | non tamen hoc nimium nihil est, si candidus aure | 
nec matutina si mihi fronte uenis’. 


xn 8 1—4, 


ad populos mitti qui nuper ab urbe solebas, 
ibis, io, Romam nunc peregrine liber, 

auriferi de gente Tagi tetricique Salonis, 
dat patrios amnes quos mihi terra potens. 


4. q@mnes quos scripsi, manes quod y, manes quae B. mihi 
y, tibi 8. So I corrected this verse in 1889 in the Classical 
Review vol. 11 p. 200; but now I have further confirmation to 
add. terra potens I then defended by citing Luc. x 324: in 
that place however the words are inappropriate and appear to 
be corrupt, though the petra patens of Salmasius and the 
editors is little better; so I now substitute Manil. Iv 680 ‘hance 
Asiae metam posuit natura potentis’, 690 ‘Thessalia Hpirosque 
potens’, 753 ‘Scythiae montes Astamque potentem’. For 
patrios amnes see Tac. ann. 1 79 ‘religiones sociorum, qui sacra 
et lucos et aras patriis amnibus dicauerint’ and Mart. x 96 3 
‘auriferumque Tagum sitiam patriwmque Salonem’, The 
phrase dat patrios amnes quos mihi, for which I formerly quoted 
Ouid. ex Pont. Iv 16 43 sq. ‘maternos Cottas cui Messallasque 
paternos, | Maxime, nobilitas ingeminata dedit’, can also be 
illustrated from Martial himself. The verses x 108 1—3 
are printed by the editors with this faulty punctuation, 


municipes, Augusta mihi quos Bilbilis acri 
monte creat, rapidis quem Salo cingit aquis, 
ecquid laeta iuuat uestri uos gloria uatis ? 


as if municipes were vocative and as if the good folk of Bilbilis 
were created for Martial. The true punctuation is ‘municipes 
Augusta’ etc.: mwnicipes is accusative and the construction is 
‘eequid uos, quos Bilbilis mihi municipes creat, inuat uestri 
uatis gloria ?’ 

17-—2 
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sed uendat: bene basiare quantum est! 
hoe uendit quoque, nec leul rapina: 
aut libram petit illa Cosmiani 

aut binos quater a noua moneta, 

ne sint basia muta, ne maligna, , 
ne clusis aditum neget labellis. 10 
humane tamen hoc facit; sed unum. 

gratis quae dare basium recusat, 

gratis lingere nec recusat Aegle. 


ot 


This was the old punctuation of u. 11, and it is rendered 
by Nisard ‘sur un point cependant, mais sur un seul, Kglé est 
généreuse ; car, si elle ne baise pas gratis, elle’ etc. This way 
of taking the words has at least one merit, that it finds a sense 
for sed unum; but it mistranslates hwmane and it mistakes the 
drift of the sequel. hwmane means ‘considerately’, as is plain 
from the parallel of 11 15 ‘quod nulli calicem tuum propias, | 
humane facis, Horme, non superbe’: hoc refers to what has 
preceded, the ‘negatio basiorum’; and verses 12 and 13 give 
the reason why this conduct is called humanum. Accordingly 
Messrs Gilbert and Friedlaender punctuate ‘humane tamen hoc 
facit, sed unum, | gratis quae dare basium recusat | gratis 
lingere nec recusat, Aegle’, This change allows humane to 
have its true sense, but it takes all sense away from sed wnum. 
To say, and to say with the emphasis of sed, that this is the 
only thing which Aegle ‘facit humane’, the only sign of 
consideration which she displays, is an irrelevancy which throws 
the whole epigram out of gear. Nobody is concerned to know 
whether Aegle is considerate or inconsiderate in anything else 
that she may do. 

Now the last four lines of this poem, as printed above, are 
not in any of the Mss; they are a mosaic composed by the 
editors, The family y omits u. 10 and presents in u. 11, 
instead of the three words tamen hoc facit, the two words 
facit hoc. The tradition of the family 8 appears to be the 
following : 


ne clusis aditum neget labellis 
gratis quae dare basium recusat Aegle 
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humane tamen hoc facit sed unum 
gratis lingere non recusat Aegle: 


verses 11 and 12 inverted, and non for nec in verse 13. I trace 
the divergencies of the two families to this common source : 
recusat 
humane tamen hoc facit sed unum 
gratis quae dare basium 
gratis lingere non recusat Aegle ; 


and I suppose that each of the two apographs made the 
marginal additions into one line, which they inserted respec- 
tively before and after u.11. The passage should have been 
reconstructed thus : 


humane tamen hoc facit: recusat 
gratis quae dare basium, sed unum, 
gratis lingere non recusat Aegle. 


* Yet in so doing she acts considerately ; for Aegle, who refuses 
to give a kiss unbought (yes, even a single kiss), does not 
refuse’ etc. The use of sed is illustrated by Mr Friedlaender at 
mt? 7. 


x1 69. 


sic tamquam tabulas scyphosque, Paule, 
omnes archetypos habes amicos. 


‘quos tamquam ornamento ostentet, non quibus utatur’ 
Schrevel, ‘die angeblichen Originale, mit denen Kunstsammler 
prunkten, waren sehr haufig unecht’ Friedlaender. Why, when 
Martial says a thing, do his commentators suppose him to 
mean the opposite? The title in 8 is laws amicorum, and 
that is the vist of the epigram. The friends of Paulus, like the 
works of art in his collection, are all genuine, all patterns of 
true friendship straight from the Creator’s hand. This is 
perhaps the Paulus of vir 72, who seems to have been 
something of a connoisseur, for Martial wishes that ‘aut grandis 
reus aut potens amicus’ may present him at the Saturnalia 
with ‘seyphos auorum ’. 
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xl 71. PHOERNICOPTERI. 


dat mihi pinna rubens nomen, sed lingua gulosis 
nostra sapit, quid si garrula lingua foret ? 


‘quanto magis gulosis istis saperet si uox accessisset, quibus 
tacita lingua tam in delicus est?’ Schrevel, who refers to 
Plin. n. bh. X 141 and ‘Clodi Aesopi tragici histrionis patina 
HS ¢ taxata, in qua posuit aues cantu aliquo aut humano 
sermone uocales’. But garrula is not the same as uocalis 
or canora: ‘quid si garrula lingua foret?’ means ‘suppose 
the tongue told tales’. This is the old wearisome indecency, 
ever fresh and entertaining to Martial and his public: lingua, 
si garrula foret, narraret fortasse gulosorum ora sese manducan- 
tium impura esse. 


xm 79. MVLLI VIVLI. 


spirat in aduecto sed iam piger aequore mullus 
languescit. uiuum da mare, fortis erit. 


So ought this couplet to be punctuated. The construction 
is ‘mullus in aduecto aequore spirat sed iam piger languescit’ : 
the adjective and substantive adwecto and aequore are divided 
between the two members of the sentence as in XIV 178 1 
‘elidit geminos infans nec respicit anguis’, Iuu. X 41 sq. * tenet 
sudans hance publicus et, sibi consul | ne placeat, curru seruus 
portatur eodem’, and the passages which I have cited at 
Manil. 1 269, 


xiv 168. TROCHYS. 


inducenda rota est: das nobis utile munus; 
iste trochus pueris, at mihi canthus erit. 


‘uinducenda sc. nm Saturnalia et ludum’ Schrevel, ‘im- 
pellenda’ ed. Delphin. No: the words mean ‘I have a wheel 
that wants a tire’; ‘rota imducenda cantho’, as one says 
‘inducere scuta pellibus’, Perhaps the silent editors are 
aware of this, but the lexicographers certainly are not, or 
they would cite the passage for its noteworthy omission of the 
ablative. 
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XIV 216. ACCIPITER. 


praedo fuit uolucrum, famulus nune aucupis idem 
decipit et captas non sibi maeret aues. 


decumt! as if falcons were decoys. The family a@ has 
deceyit; Markland, in his annotated copy of Schrevel lent to 
me by Mr Walter Ashburner, proposes et capit, which gives the 
right sense. It would be a slighter change to write deictt or 
deiécit ; but deicio and eicio are elsewhere used by Martial only 
in the past participle, proicio and rewcio and traicio and coicto 
not at all. Therefore I should rather conjecture : 

famulus nune aucupis idem 
accipiter captas non sibi maeret aues. 


From Markland’s other annotations I select the following. 
1 42 2 dolor] dolo (so one MS). 1 46 3 suppositis] ‘ sepositis, ut 
seposita uestis Tibull.’ (so one Ms). IL 64 4 saeuts...comas] 
sectis...genis (sectis some MSS). II 71 5 sq. he punctuates 
‘eredimus: illud | malo tamen, recites, Caeciliane, tua’, I 58 
41 facto] acto, ‘laboribus actis St. sil. tv 4 ubi uid. notas meas’, 
Vv 7 5 nostrae| notae (so 8). V 38 7 sedetis] sedebis. vit 28 10 
‘quod =laudem’. vitt 46 4 totwm] toto. 1x 59 2 uewat] uwersat. 
X 21 6 et) set. x1 163 nam]iam (sof). x1 72 1 natal Natta 
(so also Forcellini, and two mss of the 9 family). X1Iv 42 2 
namque| quando, XIV 1311 he approves qut...sumis. sedebis 
at V 38 7 is an emendation of the highest excellence. — sectis... 
genis at 1 64 4 is a conjecture which I had made myself: they 
say that comis means ‘ propter comas’; but what does ‘ propter 
saeuas comas’ mean? genae and comae are confused at Verg, 
Aen. x11 606, Ouid. her. x1 92, ex Pont. 1 4 50, tv 1 30, Colum, 
x 261. 


. A. E. HOUSMAN. 


A NOTE ON THE HISTORY OF THE LATIN 
HEX AMETER. 


THE most casual reader of Cicero’s Aratea and of the 64th 
poem of Catullus must observe that they are similar in rhythm 
and both somewhat monotonous. The similarity and the 
monotony are due to the frequent use of a particular type of 
line, in which accent and ictus coincide in the last three feet : 


Peliaco quondam prognatae vértice pinus 
dicuntur liquidas Neptuni ndsse per indas— 


quis comes esi Aries obsciiro limine lébens 
inflexusque genu proiécto cérpore Tatrus. 


It is a smooth and euphonious type of line, easily written and 
easily read, and it is also very frequent in Lucretius. It was 
the prevailing line at a time when many of the forms attempted 
by Ennius had been rejected, and when other and more subtle 
forms had not yet been devised. It could not itself disappear 
or be discarded; it was a legitimate and effective form of the 
hexameter, not an eccentricity or affectation like the ozrop- 
devafwy of the ‘Cantores Euphorionis’; but its use was in the 
course of time considerably restricted. Obviously there is 
another type of line which shares with it the triple coincidence 
of ictus and ordinary accent, the line in which the fourth foot 
is a dactyl: 


Pharsalum coeunt, Pharsdlia técta frequéntant. 


Let us call these lines S and D respectively, and investigate 
their relative frequency in successive poets. But before doing 
so it is necessary to define more exactly what we are looking 
for, and to add another class of lines—or a fringe of doubtful 
cases—which it will be convenient to call 8S’. 
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Under S I include lines of the strict type already illustrated, 
that is, lines in which the last three ictus coincide with a 
normal word-accent : 

volitantem flamine cirrum 
tum léngo limite sailcus 
(it is obviously of little moment whether the first half-foot is 
vw or —, whether it is part of the same word or a separate 
monosyllable). I include also 
deprénsum in hice repénte, 
ignoring the elision and the preposition. Under S’ I include 
lines in which the beginning of the fifth foot does not coincide 
with the beginning of a word: ‘splendéntem arddre cométen,’ 
‘quo quamque inducere pérgis’ (though the latter might 
almost come under §, on the ground that the two elements 
of the compound were separated by a slight pause, in-ducere) ; 
rather more doubtfully, ‘primusque obs{fstere céntra’; and 
cases in which one of the accents is a secondary one, ‘ fines 
Aeetaeos,’ ‘ per terras frugiferentes,’ ‘scelus aversabile cunque 
est.. Beyond 8’, there is a further fringe of cases which might 
be called 8", chiefly lines in which the fourth foot is divided 
between two words, one or both being monosyllables. Some 
of these raise difficult questions about accentuation. In order 
to proceed upon a simple principle, and to prevent the enquiry 
from becoming excessively complicated, I relegated all cases 
in which a monosyllable is involved to the class 8”, though 
there are a few which might come under S8’ or even S (‘quae 
nés in lice timémus, ‘tantindem péndere par est’). It is 
difficult to draw the line accurately: still more difficult to 
preserve it quite consistently in surveying many hundreds of 
lines in many different poets. In the case of the line D, with 
a dactyl in the fourth place, I have not found it worth while to 
distinguish a class D’, There are lines in which a monosyllable 
is involved which it will be convenient to call D”. It is quite 
likely that my statistics would be slightly modified by elaborate 
revision and re-counting ; but I do not believe that they would 
be altered in a way which would affect. any conclusions drawn 
from them. The fringes S’,S” and D” are often quite negli- 
gible: I shall refer to S” and D” only when they appear to 
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have some significance. It must be remembered that in an 
enquiry like this only rather considerable variations have any 
meaning. If in 1000 lines of one poet a certain kind of line 
comes to 19°/, and in 1000 lines of another to 20°/, the 
difference has no meaning at all. For Ennius there are no 
adequate materials. It is ubvious that he assumed a large 
licence in the forms of hexameter he used. He used the type 
of line we are considering, and the ruggedness of many of his 
other lines may have helped to enhance its effect and give it 
currency : 

tendebam lacrimans et bl4nda véce vocaébam. 

tu produxisti nos intra liminis 6ras, 


THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


but how frequently he introduced it we have no means of 
knowing. The whole enquiry, it may be observed, is in effect 
an enquiry into the absence of the hephthemimeral caesura. 
But to count up the total of lines which have no hephthe- 
mimeral caesura would not be instructive. In the later poets, 
the lines which are not included in my classes are more or less 
of the type ‘quid faciat laetas segetés, quo sidere terram, 
where the accent and ictus diverge conspicuously in the word 
‘segetes.’ 
For the early poets, the statistics are as follows :— 


s 8’ 8+8' D Total 

“lo “le “lo “lo WF 
Cicero, Aratea ses 37°6 08 aerd 4-7 43°1 

» Lranslations from 

Homer 43°6 a6 47-2 18 490) 
» Original poems... 400 38 43°8 2°8 46°6 
Catullus LxIv — AT‘5 10 48°5 100 58'5 
Lucretius! 1 1—400 25°0 4°3 29°3 87 380 
+ vI 1—800 29°92 a5 26°4 97 361 


1 TI have not admitted endings like 
‘ad diluviem revocari’ or ‘quo possint 
confluere undae’ as instances of triple 
coincidence in accent and ictus. Zie- 
linski argues for the accentuation 
‘diluviem,’ ‘cOdnfluere' in serious 
poetry and oratory, but the conclusion 
cannot be taken as finally established. 

4 Norden (Aen. v1, appendix p. 433) 


calls attention to the fact that there 
are 00 orovéerdfovres in book v1: was 
it, he asks, because Lucretius had 
observed that such endings were be- 
coming an affectation in the vewrepot? 

It is noticeable that in book vr there 
is a decline in S8—the line so frequent 
in Catullus. In book v there is no 
such change: 8 is 25:9, 5’ 4°6, (D 9-8). 


he 
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The difference between Lucretius and his contemporaries 
is to be accounted for by the simple fact that he allowed 
himself a great many forms of line which they had discarded 
or all but discarded. Had he not done so, he would have had 
to use the line S more frequently. The fetters which they 
laid upon themselves would have made the composition of a 
long didactic poem—at this date—extremely laborious, Why 
were these fetters imposed? The question has been often 
discussed, but no very clear or complete answer has been 
given. The chief changes were two: (1) an ending in a word 
of four or five syllables, or of one syllable, (‘frugiferentis,’ 
‘animal, ‘nulla potest vis’) was interdicted—henceforth the 
interdict is hardly ever violated except in an occasional Hel- 
lenism or Alexandrianism like ‘suave rubens hyacinthus’ or a 
special sound-effect like ‘praeruptus aquae mons’; (2)a rhythm 
like ‘iam prope prdecipitante licébit visere ndcte’ occurs for 
the last time in Cicero and Lucretius. As to the first of these, 
Leo has made it seem likely that the rule was transferred from 
oratory to verse, perhaps by Cicero himself. In oratory an 
ending like ‘ balneatori’ was thought to be inferior in effect to 
‘esse viderunt.’ Two feet were included in one word, ‘quod 
etiam in carminibus est praemolle’ (Quint. 1x 4 65). But 
why was this ‘praemolle’? Clearly the interdict would never 
have been accepted and almost invariably observed by later 
-poets if it had not some intrinsic justification, lL. Miiller (De 
Re Metrica?, p. 242) suggested that words of four or five 
syllables were avoided because in most of them a mere gram- 
matical termination occupied two syllables (exorerentur, 
pennipotentum). The last foot of a line is a conspicuous 
and important part of it, and an inflection or suffix is weak 
and otiose there. It is not unlikely that this was a contribu- 
tory cause. L. Miiller does not propound it as the sole cause, 
though he thinks it the chief one—he first remarks ‘ videtur 
quidem ab elegantia alienum, quod contractis in unum verbum 
pedibus non satis servatur utriusque libertas ac proprietas,’ 
Endings like ‘Nonacrenae,’ ‘Oriona’ perhaps owed their 
character of ‘ mollitia’ in part to the fact that they were so 
much affected by a group of poets who tended to be ‘ molles’ 
in their work generally. L. Miiller’s explanations are con- 
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fronted by the objection that no such difficulties were felt by 
the Greeks at any time. Apollonius uses endings like 
imrepnvopeovtTwy, vaveraovow as freely as Homer. In Latin 
there was this difference, that the accent always and inevitably 
fell on the ictus-syllables.. But it does so in the endings 
which were adopted as normal, ‘ vértice pinus, ‘ire meando.’ 
Was it that, when there were two words, the Latin accent 
rather helped to bring out the independence of the two feet ? 
If so, L. Miiller would be right in his general principle, but 
wrong in denying, as he does in the context, that the 
Latin accent had anything to do with the matter’. 

The other interdict, against a rhythm like ‘vés quoque 
signa vidétis aquai dulcis alamnae’ was observed with equal 
care by subsequent poets. It would be rash to affirm that this 
must be set down to accent—that what was avoided was too 
frequent coincidence of ictus and accent. The objection is 
obvious: why were lines like adtis éevta médovde xvdivdeTo 
Adas avatdyns Or TOMA 8 évayta KaTavTa TapavTa Te Soypia 
t »\Oov so rare in Greek? The answer is perhaps this. The 
‘trochaic’ division of a dactyl is a rather peculiar and con- 
spicuous effect. In a line like é£ ob 6) ta rp@ra | Ssaatyryy 
épicavre we have the caesura characteristic of Homer (and so 
infrequent in Latin). It belonged to the nature of a hexa- 
meter that it should fall, not into two equal parts, but into two 
nearly equal parts: and here the caesura cata tpitov Tpoyaior . 
at once and to the ear of any reader gives that effect. But if 
the same division occurred in several successive feet, no one of 
them was much more conspicuous than another, and the result 
was to make the line run as one whole: hence the appropriate- 


! The rejection of an ending in a 
word or words of the form = —= has 
also to be accounted for. The last 
two feet of a hexameter are more 
eonspicuous than the others, their 
structure is fixed, and the ictus was 
probably felt more strongly. Hence 
in endings like ‘gelidi Capricorni,’ 
‘pellit vada remus’ there would be a 
rather glaring conflict or divergence 
between ictus and accent. -~-—-— is 
less repellent when a monosyllable 


precedes, ‘Tu quoque magnum,’ ‘qui 
sibi letum' (see Norden Aen, vi, 
appendix p. 437; he duggests the 
divergence of ictus and accent as an 
explanation). But an ending in a 
monosyllable and a word of four 
syllables is not similarly tolerated, 
e.g. ‘tu venientem’: the first two 
syllables of ‘venientem" cannot be 
separated and attached to ‘tn’ to 
make a dactyl like ‘tu quoque.’ 
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ness of such a line to describe the continuous movement of a 
rolling stone or of trotting mules. The Latin accent would 
emphasize such an effect and make it too conspicuous; hence 
while in Greek such a line is rare, in Latin it is excluded’, 
The Latin accent refused to be ignored altogether; but it was 
only in a rather indirect way that it affected the stricter forms 
of verse. In the hexameter, the tendency was—apart from 
the 5th and 6th feet—to reduce the coincidence with ictus: 
we shall find that it reaches its lowest level in Claudian. In 
Sapphics it has been maintained, but it seems hardly credible, 
that Horace aimed at setting up an accentual scheme, integer 
vitae scélerisque pirus. The Roman poet shrank from a 
coincidence like ‘ille mi par ésse deo videtur, and shrinking 
from that, perhaps unconsciously, he naturally tended to the 
rhythm ‘dulce ridentem, misero quod omnis,’ with a caesura 
in the dactyl. L. Miller is inconsistent in his treatment of 
this matter, After insisting strongly that the Latin accent 
was disregarded, he proceeds to admit the existence of this 
tendency to divorce accent and ictus. But if so, accent was 
taken into account. In Greek, coincidence of accent and ictus 
was neither sought nor shunned—down to the time of Babrius, 
when, it has been suggested, the Latin scazon with an accented 
penultimate syllable (‘Suffenus iste, Vare, quem probe ndsti’) 
gave rise to the practice of making the penultimate syllable 
an accented one in Greek. In the time of Babrius, no doubt, 
the Greek accent was losing its purely musical character and 
becoming something more like the Latin accent. 
Statistics for Virgil are as follows :— 


5 i 8+8' D Total 

‘lo le Io “lo “lo 
Eelogues.... ve) sss 125 14 139 146 285 
Georg. 11—200 ... ‘ea 145 40 185 160 345 
Georg. 11 (542 lines) eon 168 54 21g 92 30°4 
Georg. Iv (the last 25] lines) 15°] 60 8 211 103 314 
Aen. v1 1-—400__,,.. 2s 132 G6 198 97 295 
Aen. x11—500___... ov 10 70 220 78 8 29°8 


1 Horace’s line ‘dignum mente do- subject for a separate enquiry. In 
moque legentis honesta Neronis’ is all this discussion I contemplate only 
very exceptional, and it occurs in the hexameter of heroic or serious 
satire. The satiric hexameter is a poetry. 
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The type S has sunk from about 45°/, in Catullus and 
Cicero to 125°/, in the Eclogues! Surely a remarkable 
change. The versification of the Eclogues might almost be 
regarded as a revolt, a protest or reaction against the rhythm 
of the preceding generation. The Eclogues, however, are drama, 
and in dialogue it is natural that the type D should gain 
ground; it is more rapid, less stately and solemn in effect. 
In one of the Eclogues, the only one that is not a dialogue, 
Virgil makes a remarkable concession to the line §, intro- 
ducing at the same time reminiscences of Catullus (‘talia 
saecla’ suis dixerunt ‘currite’ fusis) and a omovderafmv (mag- 
num Iovis incrementum). The statistics for that Eclogue are 
S 17-4, D 47, 

In the Georgics, book m1 is the most purely didactie of the 
portions I have surveyed (the end of book tv is of course the 
story of Orpheus and Eurydice, an ‘Epyllion’); and here the 
frequency of S, as compared with that of D, is greater than 
elsewhere. The figures are not such as in themselves to justify 
any conclusion, but it will become evident that the preponde- 
rance of S over D was a feature of didactic poetry. This was 
largely due, no doubt, to the influence of Cicero and Lucretius, 
and presumably the motive was to give greater weight and 
dignity to the discourse. In Virgil generally, it will be 
observed, 5S‘ becomes larger than in his predecessors, Further, 
in Aen, XI 1—500, the lines which I collect under S” amount 
to 72°/,. The meaning of this is plain. Virgil achieves 
variety by a free use of elision and by admitting monosyllables: 
‘maior agit deus atque opera ad maiora reservat, ‘dubitem 
hand equidem implorare quod usquam est.’ 


Here are similar statistics for some later poets:— 


8 8’ 8+8' D Total 
“lo “lo “lo “lo “Io 


Ovid, Met. 1 1—500 ... .. 153 4°7 20°0 232 43°2 

, Met.xrvl—500 ... 140 74 214 182 396 
Grattius, Cyneg. 1—500  ... -23°8 63 30'1 141 44-2 
Germanicus, Aratea (725 lines)  22°7 2°2 24°9 ri | 32°0 
Manilius, Astr.11—500 ... 256 28 28-4 10°4 38°85 


» Astr. mt (last 5001.) 226 42 268 64 33-2 
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, 5 nD oe 
Columella (436 lines)... ... 224 O98 233 188 4371 


Calpurnius, Ecl. —rv (461 IL.) 19°3 a9 232 25'8 49'0 
Lucan, Phars, 1 1—500 ~~ 200 62 26'2 12°2 384 

» Phars, v¥11—500 ... 176 4°6 22°2 10°4 32'6 
Petronius, Frag. on Civil War 


(295 lines) aR 2671 50 sil 1566 46°7 
Statius, Theb, 1 1—400 <= wo Ts 7 145 a72 
» Ach, tr 1—500 a. Je 56 17°8 13:0 a0°8 
Val. Flaceus, Argon.1 1—500_ =—-11°0 4-4 15°4 126 280 
Silius, Punica 1 1—500 . «222 44 286 136 402 


Nemesianus, Ecl.(319 lines)... 222 24 246 90 33°6 
»  Cyneg.(325lines) 178 21 199 104 303 
Ausonius, Mosella (483 lines) 153 60 213 260 473 

Claudian, De R. Pros. (first 
500 lines) we «147 18 16°5 13°4 29°9 

» De Bello Goth.1—500 12:4 a4 158 86 24°4 
What are the facts revealed by this table? Startling and 
altogether new facts are not to be expected; but it may enable 
us to apprehend in a definite and numerical shape facts already 
vaguely known. 

In the first place, Ovid clearly cultivates the line D. His 
verse is more facile and rapid in movement than Virgil’s. And 
the Ovidian tendency can be traced in later poets: most 
clearly in Columella, Calpurnius, and Ausonius. 

Statius, Valerius Flaccus, and Claudian follow closely in 
the footsteps of Virgil. Lucretian statistics—say roughly S 25, 
D 10—are found in only two classes of poets, didactic writers 
and poets of the Roman historical epos. Among the former, 
Columella is exceptional in the frequency of his Ovidian 
dactyls. Lucan’s rhetorical vein no doubt accounts for his 
frequent use of the smooth, machine-made S!': ‘ Assyrias Latio 
maculayit sanguine Carrhas, ‘certatum totis concussi viribus 
orbis.. In Claudian, as has been already mentioned, the total 
number of lines in which there is threefold coincidence of 
ictus and accent sinks to its lowest level ; and it may be added 
that in Claudian there is only a small fringe of doubtful cases. 
5” amounts to 2'9 and 3-2 in the two portions surveyed; and in 
both D” is only 0:2. In Ovid, with the increase of D, D” 

1 See Heitland’s Introduction to the Pharsalia, pp. xcix-c. 
Journal of Philology. vou, xxx. 18 
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naturally increases; for Met. x1v 1—500 it is 58. So in 
Calpurnius D” is 6°0. . | 

Of the writers in this list, Nemesianus would, I suppose, 
be selected as the weakest and least. classical. The statistics 
confirm this; he has written his Eclogues in a vein of verse 
which belongs rather to didactic poetry, and his didactic poem 
in a vein which would be more suitable for Eclogues ! 
Calpurnius, rather more than two centuries earlier, is better 
inspired ; he uses D largely, and S more sparingly. But in 
Calpurnius 8, S’ and D amount to nearly 50°/,, and we may 
perhaps recognize in him the tendency to smoothness and 
euphonious finish which is ridiculed by Persius. Of six lines 
quoted by Persius from unknown authors (Sat. 1 94— 102), two 
are specimens of S, one is S’, another is D, and a fourth is a 
orrovoecatwy ending in ‘Appennino.’ ‘Tuga nobilis Appennini’ 
occurs in the Petronian verses, but I know of no other evidence 
for the revival of this old affectation in the Neronian age. 
There is no c7vrovdecafwy in Calpurnius. In Lucan there are 
fourteen (Heitland’s Introduction, p, xevii), but fourteen in a 
poem of the length of the Pharsalia would hardly give occasion 
for satire. They include, however, ‘armamentis, ‘ Appenninus, 
and ‘Orionis, the three examples given by Quintilian (Ix 4 65), 
though he has different cases, ‘ Appennino,’ ‘ Orione.’ 

Thus far I have been dealing with poets whose date is 
more or less exactly known. Does the enquiry throw any 
light upon poems whose date and authorship are disputable ? 
Very little, I fear; but I append statistics so far as I have 
collected them :— 


5 8" 5+5’ D Total 

“le bs Me "hes A 
Aetna (646 lines)... bie 172 45 21°7 8:8 305 
Ciris (541)... iad Vz 23'2 2-5 25°7 99 356 
Culex (414) 0. ue i990 Oss OG 
Dirae (101) ... eau ees 30°7 0) sO7 12°8 43°5 
Lydia (80)... abd a 15 0 15 6"2 2172 
Dirae and Lydia together ...- 23°7 0 23°7 10-0 33°7 
Moretum (124) we , 169 0 169 i279 8§=639°8 
Paneg. in Messalam (211) ... 15°6 0-9 16°5 9-4 25°9 
Laus Pisonis (261) ... =e 249 34 283 15°7 44-0 
Incerti Eclogae (87)... 2 6 230 23 .253 69 a2'2 
llias Latina 1—500 ... = 21°8 4-6 26-4 156 420 
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The last three pieces in this list are usually assigned to the 
Neronian age. The Laus Pisonis may have been composed 
by Calpurnius in his youth (possibly in the reign of Claudius) ; 
Piso 1s almost certainly the C. Calpurnius Piso who was the 
centre of the ill-starred conspiracy of 65 A.D. If Piso was the 
‘incertus’ who composed two extant Eclogues, he is as much 
astray in his versification as Nemesianus, for S 23, D 7 is a 
proportion that seems to belong to didactic poetry, The 
Panegyriec on Messala and the Laus Pisonis appear as prae- 
Ovidian and post-Ovidian respectively. In the former D” is 
only 0°9, in the latter 6°1 (D+ D” =21°8), The date of the 
Panegyric on Messala is commonly supposed to be about 29 or 
28 B.C. The Ihas Latina recalls in its versification Cicero’s 
translations from Homer, but naturally D is much more 
frequent; 5 and D together fall short of S in Cicero, 

A survey of all the statistics rather suggests the suspicion 
that the frequent use of S is a mark of debility in the writer ; 
not of course in the Ciceronian age, when any writer of 
hexameters was comparatively inexperienced; but afterwards, 
and with the exception of the didactic poem and the historical 
epos, in which it was traditional and had some justification. 
Composers of Panegyrics would usually belong to the class of 
feeble and third-rate authors. 

There remain the much-discussed ‘Opuscula Vergiliana,’ 
So far as these figures throw any light upon them, the results 
seem to be as follows. The Aetna and the Culex are very 
similar in their versification. In the Aetna S is less frequent 
than in some other didactic poems, but there is nothing that 
ean be called abnormal—there is in fact close agreement with 
the Georgics. The Culex and the Moretum, non-dramatic 
idylls, are not unlike the only Eclogue of Virgil that is not a 
dialogue—Kel. tv—in which S came to 17'4. Neither resembles 
Calpurnius. The Moretum rather recalls Columella, in the 
proportion of S to D, and in the marked infrequency of 8’. 
There is nothing incredible in the supposition that Columella 
(like Nemesianus later) wrote an idyll as well as a didactic 
poem, but there is nothing to prove it either, and the 
Moretum is so short—124 lines—that the element of chance 


18—2 


ee 
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is not excluded and no inference from statistics would be 
safe. The Dirae and the Lydia diverge strangely. Taken 
together, they resemble the Ciris very closely; and I have 
found in the Ciris at least one tract of 80 consecutive lines 
—the length of the Lydia—in which § occurs only to the 
extent of about 16°/,. Probably therefore the divergence is 
accidental and has no significance. 1000 lines or 500 lines 
afford a fairly solid basis for observation; anything under 200 
is precarious. A particular type of line often occurs in patches; 
the poet falls under the spell of a particular cadence for a 
time and then escapes from it again. The figures for the 
Dirae and Lydia do not occur in post-Virgilian poetry— 
apart from the didactic poem and the historical epos—until 
we come to Nemesianus. So far therefore as they yield any 
inference—I do not say that in itself it amounts to anything 
like cogent evidence—they would tend to confirm the theory, 
originated by Scaliger, that the author is Valerius Cato; they 
place the poems between Catullus and Virgil’. 

The figures for the Ciris are practically the same, and, 
so far as they have any weight, they would tend to confirm 
the date assigned to the poem by Skutsch, who has attempted 
to show that the author was Cornelius Gallus. The Ciris 
has been the subject of much discussion recently, since that 
theory was propounded. It was in fact Dr Skutsch’s somewhat 
slight and cursory treatment of metrical evidence that caused 
me to make the enquiry of which I have given an account in 
this paper. He considers three lines of evidence: (1) caesuras 
(an enquiry for which I propose mine as a substitute or 


1 The opponents of Scaliger’s view probable. It is not a case like that 


have a somewhat difficult case to 
maintain, that two different poets 
celebrated the praises of a * Lydia.’ 
Some of them have even argued that 
the two poems are by different authors 
and neither by Cato, so that there 
would be three poets, about the same 
time, singing of Lydia. Schanz (Hist. 
of Roman Lit, § 99) rightly protests 
against this, but does not explain the 
precise reason why it is highly im- 


of the Odes of Horace, where many 
names occur—Chloe, Lalage, Barine, 
and Lydia too—but clearly a case like 
that of Mimnermus and Nanno—An- 
timachus and Lyde—Lesbia, Lycoris, 
Delia, Cynthia—the devotion of a poet 
to one name. The use of the same 
name by another poet would be an 
intrusion, hardly tolerable either from 
a social or an aesthetic point of view. 
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supplement), (2) elisions, (3) orrevéevafovres. The precise way 
in which my figures lend some support to his view is this. 
If the Ciris was written later than the time of the ‘cantores 
Euphorionis, we must suppose that an imitator, besides 
hitting off exactly many of their qualities and methods and 
opinions, and introducing a likely number of ovovdealovres, 
also so framed his verse that an analysis of it in a later age 
reveals a highly probable and natural infusion of the lines 5 
and D—in fact, the same quantity of them as is found in 
poems attributed with something like certainty to Valerius 
Cato. It seems improbable. And if an objector says: ‘ But 
it was not an imitator; it was a “cantor Kuphorionis,” though 
a belated one, who wrote the poem about 20—16 B.c.,’ an 
improbability still remains, perhaps even a greater one. 
‘Cantores Euphorionis’ is a convenient term, but it is merely 
a name for a loosely defined group, not for a sect or school ; 
a later writer was under no obligation to follow the metrical 
peculiarities that prevailed a quarter of a century before his 
time, however much he might be in sympathy with the poets 
who were then writing; he was not bound to be monotonous 
in cadence or to write excessively long sentences, after Virgil 
had revealed the secret of variety and conciseness. It is very 
unlikely that he would present the appearance of having 
learned nothing from more recent experiments. ‘Fas est et ab 
hoste doceri’—but Virgil was not an opponent of the ‘cantores’; 
he was in fact very much in sympathy with their tendencies, 
especially in his earlier years. 

Much has been written about elision in Latin verse, but 
adequate statistics seem still to be lacking. The table 
given by Dr Skutsch (Aus Vergils Friihzeit, p. 70) shows 
frequent elision in the older poets, and in the Ciris—in 
Lucretius, Catullus, and Virgil 30 or 40 in every 100 lines; 
a notable reduction in Ovid, Manilius, and Lucan (especially 
in regard to the elision of a long vowel); and in the Flavian 
epic poets a reversion to the Virgilian standard. But no 
statistics are given for the Eclogues and Georgics. I find 
only 11 elisions in the 63 lines of Ecl. Iv, or 174 to the 
hundred lines. In the Dirae there are 17, in the Lydia 
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13, that is 30 in 181 lines, or 16°6 to the hundred lines. In 
Dr Skutsch’s table there is only one figure lower than this, 
and that is for Lucan (15°7). The test would seem therefore 
to be an exceedingly precarious one, The sparing use of 
elision was a very obvious device for attaining a smooth and 
harmonious effect, and it is quite likely that it was one of the 
experiments made by poets who were groping after a more 
finished style. In the hexameters of Horace’s 16th epode 
(contemporary with the Eclogues) there are no elisions at all, 
and there are only a few slight ones in the iambic lines, 
In the Culex there are no instances of the elision of a long 
vowel, and Bihrens (Poet. Lat. Min. 1, p. 26) makes this an 
argument against its being a youthful work of Virgil: ‘ haec 
austeritas quam non quadret in Vergilium quamque parum sit 
veri simile tali severitati innutritum postea hac in re normas 
adoptasse liberrimas, sua unusquisque sponte perspicit, 
Improbable that Virgil would grow out of such a thing! It 
is precisely what he did! I have counted the ‘heavy’ elisions 
in several eclogues, and I find two or three to 75 lines. In 
the first 75 lines of Aen. xm there are 12! I am not now 
contending that the Culex was the work of Virgil, but merely 
that this particular argument against it is perfectly futile and 
indeed tells the other way. 

I do not suggest that avoidance of elision was, a fashion 
which prevailed, say, from 50 to 40 B.c, There is no evidence 
for that, and no presumption therefore against assigning the 
Ciris to that period. 

The test of crrovderdfovres is the only one of Dr Skutsch’s 
three enquiries that yields any appreciable result—he quite 
recognizes that nimself, and rightly attaches little importance 
to the other two. The facts are these :— 


Catullus LXIV (i | 

Ciris 3 °/, 

Lydia and Dirae 1°6 °/, 
Eclogues 1 to 276 lines 


Virgil generally 1 to 413 lines 


(1 have added the Lydia and Dirae, and the Eclogues. There 
are né Dirae, three in the Lydia, but one of these is 
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somewhat doubtful (I. 33), and if it be removed by emendation 
the percentage becomes 1.) Here the question or dilemma 
recurs: 45 B.c.? Or an extremely subtle imitator? Or a 
belated ‘cantor Euphorionis’ immersed in the versification 
and ideas of the past? 

The controversy over the Ciris turns largely upon borrowed 
phrases or passages: borrowed by Virgil according to Dr Skutsch, 
borrowed from Virgil according to others, But that question 
is irrelevant to the subject of this paper and demands separate 
treatment. 


W. R. HARDIE. 


ON SOME NON-METRICAL ARGUMENTS BEARING 
ON THE DATE OF THE CIRIS. 


THE Ciris is sometimes described as a ‘cento’ or patch- 
work, made up of passages from Catullus and Virgil! The 
verdict causes one to doubt whether the judge (though he may 
have published a critical edition of the text) ever read the 
piecc as a poem. It is a poem which has various faults, and 
the argumentative prooemium is heavy and obscure—to expound 
Alexandrian criticism in Latin verse is not so very easy a task, 
and it may be doubted whether Virgil himself would have done 
it very lucidly, if his artistic sense had not saved him from 
attempting the feat at all. But it is in spite of that a poem— 
far more so than the tedious Culex and Aetna, though not 
more so than the Moretum which is in its unambitious vein 
a work of art. The Ciris is the work of a writer who has a 
curious and vivid imagination and who uses words in a way 
of his own. 

—suspensa levans digitis vestigia primis— 


mori me velle negavi 
ut tibi Corycio glomerarem flammea luto— 
—ad crebros insani pectoris ictus 
ferre manum— 


nec minus illa tamen, revehi quod moenia Rhauci 
gaudeat: et cineri patria est iucunda sepulto. 


—repentino sinuantur lintea Coro. 
flectitur in virid: remus sale, languida fessae 
Virginis in cursu moritur querimonia longo. 


1 Béhrens, Poet. Lat. Min. 11 p. 81: (etiam coaevi his Lucretii) et Vergilii 
‘poetarum et aequalium et aetate carminibus flores colligeret vel potius, 
paulo antecedentium vestigiis ita est ut verum dicamus, subreptis undique 
ingressus ut ex Catulli sodaliumque pannis fere consueret centonem.’ 


ON THE DATE OF THE CIRIS. 281 
—adductis tabescunt bracchia nodis— 


hic velut in niveo, tenera est cum primitus, ovo 
effigies animantis— 


oris honos primum et multis opiata labella— 


sese cano de gurgite velox 
cum sonitu ad caelum stridentibus extulit- alis 
et multum late dispersit in aequora rorem. 


‘Perhaps, the critic may object, ‘these passages were borrowed 
from some unknown poet.’ Possibly: but the ‘cento’ theory is 
not really borne out by the use made of Catullus and Lu- 
cretius, whose works we know. Biahrens’ ‘Index Imitationum 
in Ciri’ (Poet. Lat. Min. 11 p. 186 f.), to which reference is usually 
made, is an extremely inaccurate and misleading compilation. 
There are serious omissions in it: for example, it ignores |. 125 
and 1. 519 (cf. Aen. x11 863). It compares 1. 115 (Attica 
Cretaea sternebat rura sagitta) with Aen. IX 666 (sternitur 
omne solum telis), though if the writer was thinking of that 
passage in Virgil he must have meant that nine out of ten 
Cretan arrows missed their mark! Some of the coincidences 
or reminiscences are manufactured by Bahrens himself. In 
|. 121 he introduces ‘ramo’ (unintelligible in the context). 
In |, 213 he reads ‘ ferroque manus armata bipenni.’ I know of 
no evidence to show that ‘ferrum bipenne’ could mean any- 
thing but an axe. For which of the purposes contemplated by 
Scylla was an axe the appropriate weapon, for cutting off 
a lock of hair, or for suicide? And how easily it could be 
concealed—ferrum, quod veste latebat! The ‘Index’ takes 
no note of ‘cepit ocellos’ in |. 238, though one would suppose 
that an editor looking for parallel passages could not fail to 
recall Propertius’ ‘cepit ocellis.’ The coincidence does not 
look like an accidental one. Unfortunately it does not prove 
anything: for Propertius was a belated ‘cantor Euphorionis’ 
and there is nothing unlikely in his introducing a reminiscence 


. of Gallus. ‘Successor fuit hic tibi, Galle, Propertius illi.’ 


But it is not only by its sins of omission that the ‘ Index’ 
offends. Jt includes many passages which are of no importance 
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whatsoever and of which it is quite impossible to say whether 
they are reminiscences or not. May not a poet say ‘non 
equidem ’ or ‘longe lateque’ or ‘ante alios’ or ‘ ultro’ or ‘ dicam 
equidem’ without being suspected of borrowing from a prede- 
cessor? Tennyson justly protests against criticism of this 
kind, in a letter quoted in his Life (vol. i, p. 258): ‘They will 
not allow one to say “Ring the bell” without finding that we 
have taken it from Sir Philip Sidney, or even to use such a 
simple expression as the ocean “roars” without finding ont the 
precise verse in Homer or Horace from which we have pla- 
giarised it (fact !),’ 

Again, most of the real coincidences or reminiscences are of 
a kind that obviously can prove nothing: it is impossible to 
say which of the two writers used the phrase first. Some 
however do hold out hope of a conclusion: Dr Skutsch has 
collected several instances in which he is able to argue very 
plausibly that priority belongs to the author of the Ciris and 
that Virgil was the borrower. But these cases are rather 
subtle: an aesthetic element, an element of personal taste 
or opinion, enters into them, and they become rather compli- 
cated when one examines them closely, For example, Virgil's 
‘aperit ramum, qui veste latebat’ (Aen. vi 406) is represented 
as an infelicitous echo of the Ciris (1. 280). Aeneas and the 
Sibyl have no reason to conceal the golden bough, and it is 
not a thing that would be easily or naturally concealed under 
a robe. No, but if it goes, Charon’s angry challenge would go 
too (l. 357 f.), and his sudden change of attitude. It is an 
integral part of the scene. Norden, who had apparently sug- 
gested or agreed to Skutsch’s view, retracts this in his com- 
mentary and thinks that the incident was suggested to Virgil 
by Apollonius (111 867 @vddei xar@ero pltpn, 1013 Auwdeos 
éfeXe witpyns). But what Medea conceals is a poison or potent 
drug, part of the root of a plant or a preparation from it, a 
very small thing; she has every reason for secrecy; and it is 
no passport, but freely given to Jason for his protection. The 
case is so dissimilar that it may not have been present to 
Virgil’s mind at all. 

What emerges from this discussion? Hardly anything, 
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except that there is a flaw or improbability in Virgil's story. 
There is some sort of presumption that priority belongs to the 
poet whose incident is free from such a defect. But it is not 
so simple and convincing a case as Dr Skutsch assumes. What 
evidence would be final? Possibly, but not certainly, the 
recovery of Parthenius’ poem on Scylla would settle many 
questions about the Ciris. 

The case of the golden bough is not the only argument of 
Dr Skutsch’s that loses force on closer scrutiny. ‘ut vidi, ut 
peri, ut me malus abstulit error—Wieso es ein malus error 
ist, wenn ein dreizehnjihriger Hirt sich in ein kleines Madchen 
seines Standes verliebt, ist schwer zu begreifen ; wie viel ange- 
brachter ist das Wort jedenfalls im Munde der Scylla (v. 430) ? 
It is possible to answer: ‘it was a “ malus error” because Nysa 
is faithless—is wedding Mopsus: it was the beginning of all 
this trouble and despair. But I am not sure that there is not 
an answer more detrimental to Dr Skutsch’s case. Was Virgil 
thinking of éudynv? ‘mala mens’ is madness’. This raises a 
really important issue—the bearing of Theocritus on the 
question. Before considering that, I present to Dr Skutsch, 
by way of balancing these doubts, an instance which he seems 
to have overlooked. In the Eclogues (vir 19), and in the 
Ciris (405), occur the lines 

dum queror et divos, quamquam nil testibus illis 

profeci, extrema moriens tamen alloquor hora. 
‘dum queror’ is more naturally preceded by ‘supprimite o 
paulum turbati flamina venti’ than by ‘ nascere praeque diem— 
for the noise of the winds might be supposed to drown the 
prayer: and ‘testibus illis’ is fully explained in the Ciris, 
1. 414: 

illa ego sum, Minos, sacrato foedere coniunx 

dicta tibi— ; 


1 Quaenam te mala mens, miselle 
Ravidi, Catullus xu 1. See Ellis ad 
loc. I feel nearly sure that ‘mala 
mentis | gaudia’ in Aen. v1 278 means 
the unreal joy of the madman (dsrjxec- 
ros xapa, Soph. Ajax 52). It would be 
a very strange phrase for the jdoval 


which Norden takes it to mean (Comm. 
on Aen. vi, p. 208). That Seneca 
understood it so is not conclusive. 
Statius knew what Virgil meant, when 
he wrote ‘mala gaudia matrum’ (Theb. 
1 229), of the revels of Agave and her 
companions. 
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‘dicta tibi’ means ‘you called me so, or allowed me so to be 
called, in the presence of the gods".’ 

This vein of enquiry is clearly beset with great difficulties, 
and a really convincing case is hard to find. Are there any 
cases of the opposite kind, in which a phrase in the Cirs 
betrays itself as clearly inappropriate and infelicitous? I 
have serious misgivings about ‘studio iactabat inani’ in |. 208 
(custodia...excubias iactabat); after noting it as strange, I 
found that Dr Skutsch defends it (Aus Vergils Friihzeit, p. 121), 
but his defence is not altogether convincing, Another passage 
has been pointed out by a reviewer: ‘ sua tectu supervolitaverit 
in |. 51 seems to belong rather to the story of Proene and 
Philomela. Scylla is turned into a sea-bird, far out at sea. 

It would be sanguine to expect any agreement about such 
cases. But there are at least two issues which seem to require 
consideration. 

One of them is a serious and ingenious objection raised 
by a reviewer, P, Jahn, in the ‘Jahresbericht.’ It looks as if it 
might be decisive. The argument is this:—If in the Eclogues 
Virgil has a whole group of lines based on Theoeritus, and the 
author of the Ciris has one of these or two of them, showing 
no knowledge of Theocritus elsewhere, is it not obvious that 
he and not Virgil is the plagiarist ? 

But this highly promising contention becomes rather 
attenuated when it is worked out in detail. Several of the 
passages that are common to the Eclogues and the Ciris are 
not in Theocritus at all (eg. the twisted threads, ‘triplici 
diversa colore,’ and ‘numero deus impare gaudet’)*, There 
seem to be only three clear cases: 


(i) Ciris 267 
dicam equidem, quoniam tibi me non dicere, nutrix, 
non sinis : extremum hoc munus morientis habeto, 
(Ecl. vit 61.) 

1 For this passage in the Ciris, **ter in gremium despuere’ is in 
Biihrens’ Index quotes Cat. tx1v 373, Theocritus (v1 39 rpls els éudr Srrvca 
“aecipiat coniunx felici foederedivam’ xéAmwov and m 62 érupfifoea) and in 
but does not quote Aen. u 678, ‘eui' the Ciris (l. 372), but it is not in 
pater et coniunx quondam tua dicta Virgil. 
relinquor.’ 
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(ii) Ciris 302 
praeceps aerii specula de montis iisses. 





(ib. |, 60.) 
(iii) Ciris 430 
ut vidi, ut peril, ut me malus abstulit error. 

(ib, 1. 41.) 


(i) and (ii), it is clear, might very well have been written for 
their context in the Ciris, without any suggestion from a 
previous poet—‘ munus’ is in fact more intelligible in the Ciris 
than in Virgil. Moreover the phrases are not exact repro- 
ductions of anything in Theocritus. Suppose that they had 
been written, in the Ciris, by Gallus or somebody else. Virgil 
was pondering over the Theocritean passage 


és KUpaTa THV@ arceduat, 
arep ToS Ouvvws cKxoTidcdetas “Odris 6 ypitreds. 


oxoTmiacdetae suggested to him the ‘specula’ from which 
Britomartis plunged into the sea, to be rescued, according to 
one story, in fishermen’s nets. 


kaixa 51) ‘wo8dvw, TO ye pav Teov adv TéTUKTAL. 


‘You will like that’—it will be a last gift to you—8dpa ra 
nrOov | NoicGia Tavita dépwv came to mind, from another 
Idyll (xx 20), and as soon as the poet began to shape it 
in Latin, he remembered that Gallus’ heroine spoke words 
which would suit his purpose well enough. This is only a 
speculation: but nothing more can be expected, and if it is not 
grossly improbable, the priority of Virgil ceases to be a thing 
which can be regarded as proved. 

There remains ‘ut vidi, ut peri.’ If the author of the 
Ciris did not take it from Virgil, how did he come to write a 
line which (in the first half of it at least) follows Theocritus so 
closely ? It is certainly difficult to find an answer to that question, 
The construction ws¢...e@¢ (or rather ws...@>) was not uncommon. 
Homer had used it in a case of sudden passion (Zeus and 
Hera-—a@s 8 idev, Os pov Epws TuKivas hpévas audhexadrver), 
Theocritus has it twice (in the passage which Virgil has before 
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him’), and in ws Sev, ds éuavyn, ws eis Baby Adat Epwta). 
Parthenius probably knew and admired the poems of Theo- 
critus: he may have written a similar line about Scylla, which 
the author of the Ciris reproduced. It is rather a slender 
possibility! Dr Skutsch’s case now begins to hang upon the 
question ‘why should Virgil replace @s jev epi Ouuds iapOn 
by something so different?’ Well, there is SetAaias in Theo- 
critus, and if ‘malus error’ meant madness, éuavyy would 
account for Virgil's writing it. The slender thread threatens 
to snap. 

The other issue which I proposed to consider is a way of 
putting Dr Skutsch’s case which he does not himself adopt. 
The Ciris contains coincidences with the language of several 
poets, three at least. Most of these coincidences are of a quite 
ordinary kind, common in most Roman poets, half a line, a word 
or two, a turn of a phrase. But there are also a certain 
number of coincidences—with Virgil only—which extend to 
a whole line or two lines or even more. Why should the 
author treat Virgil differently? No doubt he may have had 
some reason for that. But the difference might be accounted 
for, not by his action, but by Virgil’s. And taking a whole 
line from a predecessor is exactly what Virgil is known to do. 
It is certain in several instances, e.g. in the line from Ennius, 
‘unus qui nobis cunctando restituis rem,’ 

Now a critic of Skutsch’s theory has actually brought 
against it the objection: Virgil does borrow one line some- 
times, but never more than one (except from a Greek poet, 
like Aratus or Theocritus—that is a different affair alto- 
gether). In reply to this I would ask—it is here that I 
diverge from Dr Skutsch, who seems to regard the practice as 
common—what poet except Virgil borrows as much as one 
whole line? When the point was suggested to me by the 
review in question, I began to consider what example one 
could produce of the borrowing of a whole line or more: the 
result of a little reflection was ‘there is that conspicuous ease 


1 Virgil, it should be noted, has two soliloquy, and Simaetha, like Scylla, 
passages before him, x1 25f.and 1 82, has had recourse to magic (1. 91). 
‘ut vidi’ ete. comes from Simaetha’s 
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of the lines from Eumelus—several of them—borrowed ver- 
batim (if the scholiast can be trusted) by Apollonius, roy & 
EXev audhacin piri aottBapoto coXoo. After this I turned to 
Dr Skutsch's book to see whether he discussed the question— 
I had forgotten whether he did or not, There it was—Eumelus 
and Apollonius'! And along with it only an epigram written in 
Doric by Callimachus in order to introduce a line of Theo- 
eritus! Also a reference to a note in Rohde’s ‘ Der Griechische 
Roman, where several other references are given, one of them 
to Merkel’s Prolegomena—there, no doubt, a few things taken 
by Apollonius from Callimachus (perhaps for polemical motives 
now untraceable), and borrowings from Aratus, but the latter 
not very numerous and extending only to a word or two or 
the turn of a phrase. 

Has not the prevalence and extent of the practice been 
greatly exaggerated? Is not Virgil really exceptional in his 
procedure ? 

Half-lines, cadences, small groups of words, these are bor- 
rowed freely enough, generally with some slight modification 
in which the poet shows his ingenuity or originality. Ovid is 
cited as conspicuously ‘exploiting’ the works of other poets: 
but how often does Ovid or Manilius or Lucan or Statius take 
a whole line, with little modification or none, from a prede- 
cessor? Where are the examples? ‘The practice’ it may be 
said ‘was Alexandrian, and belonged specially to the “ cantores 
Euphorionis ”: examples cannot be produced because their works 
are unfortunately lost.’ On what evidence would that assertion 
rest? On the fact that a line ‘lucida qua splendent summi 
carchesia mali’ (the precise form of it is doubtful) is ascribed 
by Nonius to Catullus and by Isidore to Cinna? Or on the 
fact that among the ‘ cantores’ there was a tendency to mutual 
admiration and what is called ‘log-rolling’ ? There is evidence 
for that, but it is not a proof that they transcribed whole 


! Homeric kueMxol orlyor were of 
course largely used by post-Homeric 
poets (see Kinkel’s Fragmenta Poet. 
Epicorum), But the Alexandrian poets 
were all more or less in revolt against 
that (éx@alow ro molyua rd xvKdxdr), 


Apollonius ineluded—though perhaps 
Callimachus had denounced the Ar- 
gonautiea, in its first form, as too 
‘eyelic.’ If Apollonius did take several 
lines verbatim from Eumelus, it was 
an exceptional thing. 
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verses from one another’s poems, Is it not rather the case that 
no poet except Virgil could afford to do it, and no other poet 
had the same gift for doing it successfully? Virgil was acutely 
appreciative, he had a subtle sense for the charm of poetry 
not his own: and he was so great a master of verse that though 
probably free from conceit or arrogance he must have known 
well enough that even extensive borrowings could not impair 
his fame. I suggest therefore a modification of the argument 
about the Ciris—not as conclusive, perhaps, but as making it 
stronger. ‘Transference of whole lines has occurred: that is 
a thing which Virgil does.’ Add to this, ‘and which no other 
poet can be shown to have done.’ 


When I had written what precedes, a copy of Dr Skutsch’s 
second volume came into my hands, just published. From this 
I learn that two or three of the points to which I have called 
attention have already been raised in the course of the contro- 
versy, though not raised in exactly the same way—that ‘malus 
error’ is justifiable in the Virgilian context, that ‘quamquam 
nil testibus illis’ is clearly explained by the context in the 
Ciris, and that ‘ ter in gremium despuere’ occurs in Theocritus. 
But the metrical argument is not resumed or carried any 
further: and a considerable part of the book is occupied with 
the refutation of objections which are somewhat frivolous and 
arbitrary and should never have been advanced at all. The 
main argument still seems to me sound, if it is put in this 
form :—That a writer after 19 B.c. would reproduce so exactly 
the defects and eccentricities and metrical features of a past 
generation, is contrary to what we know of the way in which 


! Dr Skutsch’s suggestions are often account for ‘Dictynna’. If so, we 
more interesting than the points he may imagine the passage to have been 
refutes. The precise reading of 1.302, something like this; 


quoted above, did not concern my ar- praeceps aerii specula de montis in 
gument: I think that he has made out undas, 

a good case (‘Gallus und Vergil’ p. 57) emersura freto viz tandem in retibus, 
for supposing that a line has been lost iasea. 


in which the nets were mentioned, to 
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ancient writers wrote, or, if imitating, imitated. And I still 
think that in the course of the discussion the prevalence of 
the practice of borrowing whole lines has been over-estimated. 
What we have to deal with in connection with the Ciris is 
not the borrowing of trivial lines but of lines which are im- 
portant and have much meaning in them. How often was 
that done? How often even by Virgil himself? It is fairly 
clear that when Servius says ‘this verse is Varro’s’ or ‘this 
verse comes from Calvus’ he does not mean that Virgil has 
reproduced a whole line verbatim: and it is unsafe to print 
as verbally and entirely Varro’s the line ‘frigidus et silvis 
Aquilo decussit honorem’ in an edition of ‘ Fragmenta Poetarum 
Latinorum.’ We may believe the scholiast on Apollonius when 
in one place he says ‘KadAuwayou o otiyos.’ The verse is 
‘kal Ta pev OS TuedrXe peTa ypovoy éxtedeecGar’: truly a 
valuable piece of property! That is a very different case from 
the repetition of a line like ‘extremum hoc munus morientis 
habeto.’ 

The difficulty about such borrowings is so great that one 
is almost driven to the supposition—an obvious modification 
of Skutsch’s view, and a thing not in itself improbable or 
impossible—that Virgil cooperated with Gallus in writing the 
-Ciris and contributed a number of lines to it. If that was so, 
it is easy to see how the piece would come to be included in 
a collection of his youthful poems: and he would have no 
scruple about using again lines from the Ciris if he wrote 
them, or helped to write them, himself. 


W. R. HARDIE. 


Journal of Philology. Vou. xxx. 19 


EMENDATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS. 


AESCHYLUS 


Agam. 1276: Cassandra speaks : 

Bwpod matpwov 8 avr’ ériEnvoy péver 

Depu@ xotreions howiw tpoopaypati. 

ov pay atioi y ex Oeav treOvyEouer- 

HEet yap tyav adros ad Tiypdaopos,...... 
“ There waits for me a block” —now how explain the next line? 
“A block”, she means, “on which I am to be slaughtered”. 
The construction cannot be xoreians (or Komeioay or KoTreio7) 
Oepua howiw mpoopdyuati “butchered with a hot bloody 
stroke”, for two reasons; even if it were possible to speak of a 
hot stroke, rpoodaypa does not mean (as some have wished it 
to mean), a blow or stroke; and péver pe Komeioay Or KoTreion 
could not mean “awaits me, about to be beheaded”, cob@nco- 
pévnv; it could only mean “awaits me after I have been 
beheaded”. 

The construction, therefore, must in part be mpoopdayyari 
xotretons “the sacrifice” or “slaughtered body of me butchered”. 
The dative then, if Gepu@ xo7retens powi@ is sound, depends 
on pévet, “a block is in store for the slaughter of me butchered”; 
more probably, as is generally thought, it depends either on 
Gepudv (Schuetz’ conjecture), “a block is in store for me, hot 
with the bloody slaughter of me butchered”; or on goivov 
(Haupt), “a block is in store for me, bloody with the hot 
slaughter of me butchered”. 

The difficulty is in xoweions. Cassandra, as a prophetess, 
might of course visualize a block streaming with the slaughter 
of herself, foreseeing the future as though it had already 
happened, as she does in 1080—1119. But pévee is not the 
language of visualization; it is the language merely of predic- 
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tion; and my feeling is that in conjunction with péver we 
ought to have, not «oreions, but xobOncopévns. 

Consider now two passages : 

Plut. Mor. 597¥F rov Acovridny érécdake Oepue Te 
Kydicodapm “slew Leontides while the body of Cephisodorus 
was yet warm”. Philostratus Kaocdvdpa, Imag. 10, describing 
a picture of these very murders: after slaying Agamemnon, 
9» KaAvutatpynotpa tip tod Iptauouv xopnyv aroxteives Oepped 
T@ medXéxes “with her axe yet warm”. And then consider 
whether you would not like to read eomwévros: either Qepuov 
KoTréevros powieo mpooddaypare “there waits for me a block, hot 
with the bloody sacrifice of a butchered man”, or Oepu@ Kotrévros 
doiviov mporddypat “bloody with the still-warm slaughter of 
a butchered man”. See now how well the plurals follow, 
reOvnEowev and nuar. 

I have little doubt about the answer,—if only it could be 
shown how «xomévros came to be altered to xorelons. Well, 
it was a deliberate alteration, made by a _half-intelligent 
corrector, who took the participle as referring to Cassandra, 
and therefore made it feminine. In this same play there are 
at least two other passages which have been subjected to 
precisely the same treatment: in v. 275, nAvomuu’ av evdpav’ 
ovde avywon dOovos, Flor. and Triclinius give ciydvte; and 
again in 283, ev yap dpovodvTos dupa cod Katnyopei, they give 
ppovovons. 

P. V. 118: read 

TEPMOVLOY emt Mayor Tovar 
éuav Oewpos ixer’, ) th dy Oédav; 


Simplex ordo caused ixero to be placed before repyovior. 


PLATO 
Rep. 424 4 cai wv, eitrov, wodtreia, éavrep drat opunon ev, 
épyeTat womrep KUKNOS avEavoméern. 
“éoyerat «xTA.: ‘goes on growing like a circle. So 


Schneider, rightly. Others take «v«Xos (1) as a hoop or wheel 
—“goes on with accumulating force like a wheel” (J. and C.), 


19—2 
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or (2) as an ever-widening circle in ruffled water (Krohn, 
Herwerden ete.). As to (2), ev«Xos cannot mean a circle in 
water, unless we insert €vy ddart, which Herwerden has the 
audacity to do. If we adopt the first solution, we make «d«Xos 
a specific kind of circle: but nothing in the context warrants 
this. It is also very doubtful if atfavouévn can=‘ with 
accumulating force’: certainly cu«Xos avEdverac could not bear 
this meaning; and to exclude ad£avoyevn from the comparison 
(as J. and C. also suggest) renders damep xvxdos practically 
otiose. The fact is that the growth of a natural («ara duct) 
city is just like the drawing of a circle in Plato's way of 
thinking. Like a circle it grows and expands, like a circle too, 
when its zenith is passed, it narrows to the inevitable end.” 
So Dr Adam, soundly as his wont is. But it will be seen that 
the phrase, with épyeras so curiously used, is barely sufficient 
to explain itself. It may however become more intelligible 
if we put another passage by the side of it. Sophocles fr. 787: 


GNX’ otpos aiel ToTmos ev TuKV@ Geod 
TPOY@® KUKANETAaL Kal peTadddoon Pic." 
@omep cednvns Oris evppovas Svo 

aThvat Svvait av ovzrot ev wophy mua, 
adr’ €E abyjXov mpaetoy epyetac vea 
TpocwTa Ka\AUVOVTAa Kal mAnpoupern* 
YOTavTep avTHs evmpeTectatn havi, 

mad Stappet cami pndev EpyeTat. 


Yet it need not be at all to this particular passage of 
Sophocles that Plato is alluding; for here is another passage, 
mept todtTeias also, from Hippodamus the Pythagorean in 
Stob. Flor. 98. 71: mwavra pev dv ta Ovata b¢ avayKxar 
hiatos év petaBorais cadsvdeirar...yevoueva yap aéEeras 
Ta mpaypara, kai acknOévra dxpatet, kai akpuaocayta ynpacKet, 
kai Tédos Votata POeipera: Ta pev do pvawos és TO ASyHrAOY 
avrds Teppatifopeva, kal Wadi éx TOD adyHXoOV es TO OvaTov 
emituvepYoueva, auovBa yevéowos Kai avTamodoce: bUopas, 
KUKXOV auvTaUTas avaToé.boicas. 

Considering these passages together, knowing how the 
Pythagoreans all spoke in the same language, knowing too how 
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Plato’s language is everywhere suffused with the Pythagorean, 
and presumes a knowledge of it, I infer that all these passages 
derive from older Pythagorean phrasing. 

The general conception of a <vxAos in human affairs («vedXos 
avOpwirniwv mpayuarov Hat. i. 207) was a very ancient and 
familiar one: there are allusions to it for instance in Pindar 
Ol. 11. 22, xii. 6, Isthm. 111. 18, Pyth. ii. 89, The application of 
it varies, and so do the images that it gives rise to: you could 
speak of it as a revolving wheel,—the Wheel of Fortune—, or 
as an orb that waxes and then wanes: and you might either 
say “the wheel has come full-circle”, or “the orb has come full- 
circle”. In Sophocles and Hippodamus we have a combination 
of them both. 


ORPHICA ed. Abel p. 91 


Hymn to Avcacoovvn, LXII: 


3 Aicatoovvn peyaravyés, 
Oe a 4 9 \ as ’ 
9 Kxabapais yvopais aiel ra Séovra BpaBeves, 
aPpavoros TO cuverdds: det Opavets yap aravtas 
Socot un TO oov HAOoY bro Cuyov . . . . 

12 «rt, Dea, xaxinv Ovnrdv Opavovaa SiKxaios. 


TO cuvetdds is conscience, and unless there is a lacuna, 
<....the man that is> dOpavoros, we should correct this to 
aiei Ta Séovta BpaBevers aOpavarots TO cuvetdds, that is, to 
the righteous, whose conscience is unshattered; “for the un- 
righteous”, he continues, “thou dost always shatter”. 

It is a remarkable phrase, this Opavets, which we see to be so 
definitely an attribute of Justice; and this passage is a valuable 
one for the illustration of Greek poetry. Aten Opaver is one of 
those tdeas on which, as I have pointed out in Cambridge 
Praelections p. 113 seqq., the poets build up metaphors. 
Another of these fundamental conceptions was that Adxn 
punishes the wicked man in time, ypov@. On this elementary 
theme Aixn Opaver ypcvm we might proceed, if we were 
working in the manner of Greek poets, to play variations. 
Opavety was used of shivering the timbers of a ship (Hel. 1549 
Opavoavtes oxagos), or of shattering a chariot on the race- 
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course (Pers. 199, Soph. £l. 729, 745, Rhes. 118 Opavcavres 
avtiywv yvoas, Ar. Nub. 1264 6 riya: Opavedvrvyes): and so 
we might speak of a sinner as shattering his ship upon the 
shoal of Justice at the end of his voyage, or as shattering his 
chariot in the Siavdos, or last lap (cf. Eur. Zl. 951 seqq.). 

We have in Tragedy an example of each plan: the first in 
Aesch. Hum. 556: 


Tov avTitoApmov Se haut twapBddav 

dyovra (with a freight) woAAd aavrodupr dvev dixas 
Biaiws Evy ypove Kabrncew 

Naidos, 6rav AGBy Tovos 

Apavopmévas Kepaias. 

Kadei 5 axovovtas ovdev ev péeoca 

dvotane Te diva’ 

yera S€ dainwv én’ avdpi Gepu@, (i.e. Opace?) 
Tov ovmoT avyoUYT (OMY aunyavots 

Svats Natradvoyv ovd' brepOéovr axpar. 

be aidvos b€ rov mply 6XBov 

éppatt mpocBarov Aixas 

@Xet axNavoTos, aloros. 

The end of his réAwa is 6Ae@pos, which is one of the key- 
words: Eur. Or. 332 6 pwéyas OXBos od poviwos év Bpotois, ava 
5é Aaidos ws Twakas Saiuwv KaTéexducev Sewvdv Tovar ws 
movtou' AXaBpows OAXCOptorowy ev Kvpacw “engulfs it in the 
billows of destruction”. Cho. 934 éwore wev Aiea Uptapidacs 
ypove EGuye 5 ev waya yepos® erntupos Atos xopa 
(Aixav S€ viv mpocayopevopev) GNEOptov mvéova’ ev éxEpois 
xorov “the wrath of destruction ”. 

The other metaphor is in Eur. Herc. F. 764: 


»: #£ * & « 


Geoi Oeoi Tav adixay 
péXovet Kal TOY ocimy émaew. 


180 Theb. 743 xaxiy 6 worep 
@ddkacoa Kt’ dye xré. which Soph. 
Trach. 112 imitates: wo\\a yap wor’ 
dxduarros 7] Nérov yj Bopéa tis xtyar’ ép 
(Erfurdt) edpét wovry Bdvr’ émidvtTa 7’ 
fdou, ot'rw dé rév Kadpoyert rpéder (not 
orpég@er, it was rightly understood by 


Musgrave on Eur. Hipp. 367), rd 6’ 
afer, Siérou roktvrovor wamep wéAayos 
Kpjovr ‘a troublous Cretan ocean, 
as it were, of life’’. 

* Cf. Parmenides wepi g@icews 14— 
23, 
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Oo Xpucos a T evTUYia 

— hpevav Bporovs éEaryeras 
duvaocw adixov ebérxov. 
MOMMIANT i. s5) o's ala ele T ee wean 
vomov Tapéuevos, adixia yap Sidovs, 
é@pavoev bABov Kedawvov dppua. 


The Ms. reading here is ypévov yap otis étTAa TO Tadw 
eicopay (corrected in L from eicopay). This is, in the first 
place, unmetrical. We want a rapid swinging iambic trimeter, 
like that which follows; the corresponding lines are BéSax’ 
ava— o Kawvos, 6 6€ waXaitepos | Kpartel, Auyuéva AUTTOV ye TOV 
"Ayxepovtiov: so it is pretty evident there has been some 
transposition of the words. But now for the sense, Paley 
suggests reading ypovov ydp ei tis ErAa TO Tadwy eicopar; 
“For if any man presumes [ei tis érAa@ for a tes TAH or ef 
tts TAain!] to look to the changes which time brings, and 
indulges his lawless desires, he breaks down in the race in the 
end”. As though Greek counselled réAos pa opav! There 
would be some sense in “if any man presumes not to look to 
the changes which time brings”. However, he adopts the Ms. 
reading, and interprets: “ypovov To taduv, a reverse of time, 
Le. such a reverse of fortune as is likely to be brought by 
time, but which the proud and wicked man dares not con- 
template”. Dares not! Why, toAwa and @pacos are the very 
qualities that bring the wicked man to ruin: such a man Td 
TEXOS OVX Opa or ovK HEiwoev opar, finem respicere non curat : 
but érdka is not n&iwcev, Nor can ovtis mean “the proud 
and wicked man”; it means “no one”, 

xXpovouv TO maduv, however, does I think mean Time's reverse, 
a notion expressed by another image in Agam. 468 xedawval 8° 
"Epwves ypov@ tuynpoyv ovt’ avev Sixas Tadcvtuyel tpiBa 
Biov tiWeic’ auavpov. The phrase resembles that for youth’s 
reverse in Pind, Ol, x. 85: 

yYpove pev paver, 
GX’ wre twais €F adoxou TaTpi 
moGewos ixovtt veoTtaTos TO Taki HON" 


“which hath come to light ufter long time; but even as a son 


——_ 
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by his lawful wife is welcome to a father who hath travelled 
to the other side of youth” (Myers’ version). The genitives are 
not quite of the same kind, but in both cases the notion is 
that of the d/avdos in the race-course (xapalas SuavAov Oarepov 
x@dAov tadw); Alexis fr. 235 rov yap torarov rpéywv Stavrov 
tov Biov, Herodas erty tov éEnxoa ror Hdvov Kaprrns, © Tpvarre, 
I'pvAre, Ovpicxe nal téppn yiveuvs @s Tuddds ovTeKeiva TOU 
Biov cayrrnp, “on the wrong side”, as we say, of sixty. 

Prof. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff has given us a conjecture 
which he says is “vollig sicher”, but which is not, I think, 
among his happy strokes: 


Xpovov yap ovTis porradov eicopady era 
vomov Tapéuevos, avonla yap d.d50vs" 
eOpaucev GASov Kedawvov Apua. 


This punctuation seems to me to spoil the rhythm of the 
passage; and we ought after the negative to have é@pauce 0’. 
But what is the meaning that we get? “For when he dis- 
regards Law and yields to lawlessness, no man dares to con- 
template the club of Time”. What the club of Time may be, 
and what the logic is in “For”, these matters are to me, I 
must confess, great mysteries. xypovov To madwv he considers 
altogether meaningless, and interprets ‘covTt veotaros TO Tau 
Hon to mean “when he has now reached his second childhood”. 
dis watdes ot yépovres was the proverb, not dis veos: madi 
veater o yépwy could only mean renews his youth, implying just 
the opposite of dis mais éott: Teles in Stob. Flor. 98. 72 
maphepace, Kal epxeTas eis ynpas* wadw maidotpopiay wrro- 
pévet Kal érimo0et THY veoTnTa, 

The general sense, I hope it will be evident, must be but 
Justice shatters him in time, ypovm de Aicn Opaver. Thus 66, 
not yap, must be the particle. Whether we read eicopay or 
eicop@v makes little difference; e:oop@y I think is right 
(Hom. v 311 add’ Ewrns trade pév Kal TéeTAapEV eicopowrTes): 
but eicop@y must refer to the spectators (Soph. i. 749, 
Dem. 1410. 9) of his terrible vavayiav: Pind. O. ii. 74 toi & 
ampocopatov oxxéovts movov: Schol. poBepdv, 6 ov TorAma Tis 
mpocBréWwat. The true reading therefore, considering both 
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sense and rhythm, I conclude to be ypovou 8’ dp’ ov ré6 madw 
éTAa Tis eigopmv: where through the placing of the words we 
get two stresses, first on ypovov 8° apa, then on ov To radu: 
“ah, but Time’s reversal no one can endure the sight of”. 

There is yet another passage which alludes (I think) to 
Aixn Opaver ypovw. When in O. vi. 97 Pindar says of Hiero 
pn Opadoat' ypovos dABov éepéprov, that to those with 
whom the notion was familiar currency would imply may 
riches lead him not into iniquity, and its succeeding retri- 
bution. 


PINDAR 


Ol. vi. T4 poepos €E addXwv Kpématar POovedvrav 

Tois ols mote mpwrois..... 
Not, as it has hitherto been taken, “Cavil proceeding from 
others envying”, but “Cavil of the envious hangs beyond 
all others over those on whom”: as in v, 25 xeivas yap é€& 
G\Aav odov wyepovedoat Tav’Tav émictaytar. So é« wavrTwv, 
Hom. = 431, Simonid. Hp. 100 (A. P. vii. 253). From this 
use of €& a\Xwr is derived the sense which the verb has in Eur, 
I. A. 560 rav 7 eFadrAdocovaay exer yapw. 


Ol. x. (xi.) 24: 

ayova 6° éEaiperov aeiaar Oéuites apoav 

Atos, bv apyai@ oapate mdp [lédomos 

v — éFapiOuov ['Hpaxdens] éxticcaro 
The Ms. reading S@pov or Bou or Sapo is sufficiently 
condemned by the fact that in every other one of the 10 
stanzas the initial syllables are » —. S@epov might very easily 
be a visual mistake for wor@y: cf. Nem. xi. 24 wapa Kaotania 
Kai Tap evdevdpw porwr dxPm Kpovov, and éX@e@v in O. i. 111. 


! So Hermann ; the mss. have @pad- form of optative in use by scribes and 
got, which has so much troubled the  scholiasts: in consequence it comes 
editors that most of them (Schneide- by error into texts. It is possible we 
win, Christ, Gildersleeve, Schroeder) should read @pavérw in Isth. vi. 39 6 
read @pdcon. The reason we find  dfavdrwr uh Opaccérw pOdvos. 

Opatoo is simply that that was the 
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The only probable alternative I see—and I should like it better 
because otherwise the nominative is so long deferred—is ay7p, 
the vague description followed in a secondary clause by the 
proper name ‘Hpaxdéns, a device which is employed more 
frequently by Pindar than by any other writer. The gloss 
“Hpaxdéns (from v. 30) dislodges avjp, and the fact of the 12 
altars was familiar enough knowledge (Apollodorus p. 93, 
Hesych. I. p, 424) to cause the introduction of Bway: or 
Sa@po (a v. 1.) is adscribed from 0.1.93 wotvEevwrat@ mapa 
Bopa: to &€ KrAéos..... Il éXozros. 


Pyth. ii. 35 
evval 6€ maparpotro: és Kaxorat a@poav 
éBarov wort kai Tov ixavT’ eémel vebeda TapeXcEaTo. 


In advocacy of the ms. tradition it might be suggested that 
motTit—ixovta is an allusion to the name ‘IEiwv. He was the 
first. petitioner, ixétns, for purification from bloodshed; and 
Aeschylus appears to see that meaning in his name, Hum, 444 
geuvos Tpogixtwp év Tporrois “IEiovos. Pindar may be giving 
another application to the word. 


Pyth. ii. 82 d0dMov aorovs duos pay caivey wort mavTas 
dyav Siavdéxet. In place of a@yav, which will not scan, the 
conjecture commonly adopted has been ayay ‘a bend’. For 
the various ways in which this has been interpreted, and for 
other conjectures, it will be kinder to refer to Schroeder's note. 
I will only say that whether or not it was possible in Greek to 
weave a bend, the expression would have conveyed nothing 
here to a Greek mind. Greek serpents did not fawn; nor did 
the Greek dog behave according to the pronouncement of 
Prof. Gildersleeve : “ayy, ‘bend’, is not the doubling of the 
fox, but the peculiar fawning way in which the dog makes an 
are of himself.” I should have said that it was more peculiar 
to the cat :—but probably this dog is of the same breed as that 
which certain critics of Agam. 1228 have described as stretch- 
ing out a smiling ear. The Greek conception was that 
Treachery by fawning lures into the Net of Harm: Sorounrw 
5 aratav Geov tis avnp Gvaros aduter; piroppav yap caivouea 
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TO Mpa@Tov Tapaye: Bporov eis apxvas atas' Aesch. Pers. 94. 
How this idea is developed in the Agamemnon I have shown in 
Cambridge Praelections, pp. 117, 120, 134. The obvious dray 
Heyne did indeed conjecture ; yet hardly a single critic has 
approved it; Hermann, who had given his approval once, with- 
drew it afterwards in favour of this same misguided ayav. 


Pyth. iv. 286: 
ovd€ paxtvwyv Tédos ovdév* 0 yap 
Kaipos mpos avOpwrwv Bpayd pétpov éyxet. 


ev viv éyvwxev* Beparrwy dé ot, ov Spaortas omradei, 


Schol. dandez S€ nai axorovGel adt@ (0 xaipos) ws Oepdzrwnr, 
ovyt Spadorns cal guyas, GAdka Oeparwy evvous: “ Katpos 
waits as a minister upon Damophilus, not as a runaway 
and fugitive, but as a willing minister”. Bergk says “olim 
conieceram @epdrmv dé to, ut sit: Damophilus fidus tibi 
minister” (“a faithful minister to thee, Arcesilas”), Prof. 
Gildersleeve: “‘The Greeks conceive Time and man as com- 
panions (0 ypovos cuvwy, Soph.). If as Hesiod says, Day is 
sometimes a step-mother, sometimes a mother to a man 
(O. et D. 825), so a man may be a son or a step-son to Time— 
an attendant (@epamwyv), as Patroklos was on Achilles, or a 
mere drudge. A @epdazwy is one who has rights, who can avail 
himself of an opportunity without’ servility.” 

But ypovos is a very different thing from xaspos: a man 
was not said in Greek ozradeiv ypov@: nor in the text is there 
anything whatever about either son or stepson. 

This too is a good example to illustrate what I have been 
urging lately, that until we are familiar with Greek ideas, we 
shall never be able to read Aeschylus or Pindar or Greek 
literature generally with the right intelligence. «aupds is the 
proper point in time or place, and carpov yvavas was one of the 
cardinal Greek maxims, attributed to the Seven Sages; to 
recognise the proper moment, or degree. Ol. xiii, 47 éreras 8 év 
éxdoT@ méeTpov* vonoar dé Katpos apioTos “a just measure goes 
with everything, and the right point is most excellent to 
know” (as Nem. v. 18 cal 76 ovyav wodAdKus éotl copwTator 


1 Or dra, or dpxiorar’ és Gras. 
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avOpwm@ voijoac: not, as Jebb on Bacchyl. xiii. 17, “and to 
discern it is the highest opportuneness ”), 

They said, again, that it was a prudent thing «azpois 
érecOat, to wait on circumstances, so as to seize the proper 
moment, occasion, opportunity. To go with the times might be 
a good thing or a bad; to be an opportunist in excess, to be a 
tume-server, was a condemnable thing; and to be the slave of 
circumstances, pitiable. All our phrases are derived, mostly 
through the Latin, from the Greek: e.g. tots xaspois ererOas 
Plut. Pomp. 17, roils yap xatpois avdyxn cuprepibéperbar 
Aeschines 50. 16, the time-serving Theramenes mpos Tov «aspov 
dppotoyta.....caBopika@v tois xaupois schol. Ar. Ran. 541, ovx 
got avOpwroyv évta mpdttey boa Tis BovNeTas, GA’ avaryKn 
mapéeresOar xai Sovdeverv TH ypela Kal reiPecOat TO Kapa 
o S¢ didwow ov>y Soa tis eOéder adr’ boa pos THY YpEiav 
avayxn petpeivy Liban, Hpist. 1567 (Herodas ii. 9 wal Capen 
aux ws BovrduerO adr’ ws Huéas 0 Katpos Edxes), temport 
cedere, id est necessitati parere, semper sapientis est habitum 
Cic. Fam. iv. 9.2, rods kaipods Peparrevery Dem, 327, 26, xaspov 
Qwmevovras Pseudo-Phocyl. 93, xaipo Aatpevew ibid. 121, 
kaip@ Sovaevery Anth. Pal. ix, 441, 7d Te xaip@ Kai TH ypeia 
édovAevoe Dio Cass. LXIII. 5, op@v dmrapairnrov émicerpevny 
avayenvy Kal Tov Kaipov @ SovrAevovew oi SoxodyTes apyeww 
Plat. Arat. 42. 

Yet the scholiast supposes xaipos to be waiting on 
Damophilus; and I quote it to show quam minima scientia 
scribantur scholia. 


Nem. i. 62. Teiresias foretold of Heracles 
Toa omihjoe TUYats, 
Oocous pev Ev Yépow KTaVvar, 
bacous b€ Tovt@ Onpas aidpodixas: 
Kal Tue ovY Twrarylo 
avop@v Kopw oretyovts Tov éyOpotarov 
pacé viv Sore popor. 
This is certainly a sound expression: Hom. I 571 zavéi 
Sopev Gavatov, @ 166 wapos rot daimova doom, Quint. Smyrn. 
ill. 265 aAX’ apa cal trois | mow erecoupévors Odvatov xal 
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Kijpas épeuvas: and to my mind is more probable than any of 
the other conjectures which have been made for the corrupt 
MS. reading cai Twa oly TrAayiw avdpev Kopw oteiyorta KTé. 
The preceding accusatives might easily have caused an in- 
attentive copyist to write teva and otetyovrra. 


Nem. iv. 36 éura, xeirep yee Badeia trovtids arwya, | 
avritew eéemuBovrtas opodpa Sdfouev | Saiwy b7éprepov ev daer 
kataBaiveiv: dOovepa S adXos avnp Brérrov | yrouay Kevedy 
oxoTm Kvdivdet | yanal weroicav. In Babeia movtids Gra 
Pindar’s meaning in reference to his own position is the island 
(Trag. frag. Zépepos GApwy tovtia epipputos), that is, the 
island poets, Simonides and Bacchylides, one or both. He uses 
the same word with the same intention in Pyth, ii. 79 are yap 
elvadwovy tovov éyolaas Bald | oxevas érépas aBarriotos 
eit, PeAAOS WS UITep EpKos,—iiApuas: where the efi with a 
sudden unexpected turn applies the counsel to himself, and 
the a@dAuas, carefully deferred, is brought out with a telling 
emphasis. 

This I believe to be the explanation of the much-debated 
dual in Ol. ii. 86 codds o rodda cidws puad-| wabovres Se 
AaBpot Tayyhwocia Kopaxes Ws axpavta yapverov | Avs pos 
dpviya Oeiov. You think that he is only speaking generally, 
when with a sudden stroke he gives it a particular application, 
which is unmistakable. 

Perhaps Bacchylides, v. 30, may have intended something of 
the same effect when after describing the flight of the eagle he 
concludes his long sentence not, as you expect, apiyvwros per 
oiwvots ideiv, but per’ avOpwrrass converting it with one 
word into a human eagle. 





The pa@ovtes in Ol. ii. 87 ought to have persuaded critics 
that the right construction of Pyth. 11. 72 is yévou olos éoai* 
pabev, ‘xarddos’ tor widwy, Tapa waiciv aiei ares: I would 
have you show yourself as what you are. Bergk alone has given 
this division of the sentence, adducing Ael. H. A. v. 26 «ai 
dpxetras yodv (6 TiOnKos) édv pabyn, kai avdeirar éav SiddEgs. 
Eustath. Opusc. p. 25 nai éy@ pev evyouat Ta és pvnunv Tov 
Kakov TotovTos elvas dea Biov ology eius, wapakéoas TO TOD 
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Avpsexod. There is still better illustration for the purpose in 
Lucian 1. 603—606: Piscator 34 xodaxevtix@tepor Sé TAY 
wtOnkwv...86 Néyerar 5é Kal Bacireds Tis Aiydrtios TiOnKovs 
more tuppiyivew SidaEat cat ra Onpia—piunrotara Sé éore 
tév avOpwrivwv—éxpabety rayirta Kal opyeicOar addoup- 
vidas aureyopueva Kai mpoowreia tepiKeimeva* Kal pméeypi ye 
moAod evdokipeiy tiv Oéav- dypr bn tis OearHs aareios 
Kapva UT KONTOU Eywv adijey és TO wécov: of bé€ wiOnKor 
iSdvres wad exrAadpevor Ths dpyicews, TOU’ brep Hoar, 
mlOnxot éyévovtTo avti muppiyictav. The next best illustra- 
tion will be found in Plat. Gorg. 464 c—k, and Plut. Mor. 56 p. 

Pindar’s 7i@wy applies here both to the flatterer and to the 
flattered ; the addition of wa@ay points the further application 
to his own competitors. 


Nem. iv. 54 Tadiov 6€ mwdp modi XaTpiav “lawdxor, | 
Toremia yept mportparwy, | IInkeds trapédwxev Ainovercuy, | 
Sapapros ‘Immodvras Axacrou doriais | Téyvarot Ypnoapevos. 
Bergk (after Heyne) and Schroeder read rpotpazrav: but Dissen 
Donaldson and Bury are right in taking wpootparav to 
mean having turned towards it with the hand—not of supplica- 
tion—but of war. It is the adjective, with its implied anti- 
thesis, which enables him to use the verb in this way ; for the 
usual phrase was Eur. Supp. 110 wpos judas 7AGov ixecia 
yept. Sophocles might seem to be imitating this expression 
in #1.1377 4 ce todda b7) | af’ dv éyouuw ALTapet TpovarHy 
xept. 

The interpretation “having experienced the treacherous 
designs of Hippolyta” is not defensible by any parallel I know. 
avopos wicTes ypnoauevos Sodéiov in Aristotle’s epigram (Diog. 
Laert. v. 5) means, as we should expect, “having employed 
treachery”. But Prof. Bury I believe is right in retaining 
ypnoapevos and understanding it: “ Peleus dealt with the sly 
arts of Hippolyta and used them for his own purpose, They 
led to his sacking Iolcus; that was the use he made of them. 
Cf. Schol. yorwbels tais yevnbeicats €& ‘AxacTov yuvaskos 
TéxVals Kal TavTaLs eis TOPOnaLW THs IwAKOD aiTia ypyodpevos 
étt emeBovdrevOn.” He used them as a pretect, turning them 
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to good effect. Prose would usually say caraypnodpevos: e.g. 
Aristid. 1, 201 fin, ov yap eis poBov thy Oéav Erpewrav, aAN eis 
mpoOupiay Kkateypjcavro. Dem. 277 Kxevf mpodace ravry 
KaTey pO. 


Nem. vii. 86 céo 5 mpompedva pév Ecivov aderdéor Te. 
This strange word, which the schol. without other remark in- 
terprets by mpo@upov, Prof. Bury suggests may be connected 
with the Latin proprius. Whatever may be its derivation, I 
think we have two corrupted records of it in Hesychius: 
TMpoTea@vTes: MpoeagTa@tes, and mpoTwva: evKpaTh. edna. 
mpoxerpa. Eroia. aveumrodiota. The first (see my note on 
pwafovra in Hesych. mt. 63) I think should be wpom(p)edves, 
and the second zpom(p)ova. The explanations in the second 
case favour the view that it is the same word as mpo-rpyyns, 
proclivis, and agree with the mpdo@vpov of the schol. The 
other possibility is mpomewy from mpérm, like roxéwy from 
tex-. In place of the foedus Tonicismus to which Boeckh ob- 
jected, Schroeder writes wpompaova—and might as well have 
written it apompava—but whoever wrote it mpompedva must 
have known it in that form, presumably from Epic. 

The pév can only mean mpom. pev Ecivov, pom. 8 adeddéor. 


Isth. 11. 5 Cwer 6€ pacowr 
6XBos orilomevav, mrayiats 5é hpéverow 
ovx ods mavta xpovov Oaddrwv omsrel. 
A proverbial saying, that righteous wealth abides, while the 
unrighteous is not rapapovimos: Nem. viii. 17 odv Oed yap rou 
dutevieis GABos avOpwrrotct mappoverepos. Surely then we 
should read wes S€ waooor lives longer: Pyth. iii. 105 drBos 
ouK €> paxpov avip@v épyeTat trodvs (wapmodds Dissen, 7 
modus Bergk) evr’ dv émiBpicais entra. 


Isth. v. (iv.) 7 & 7 dywviow aéProvot roGeivov | Kréos 
émpatev, bvtwv’ abpoor orépavor | yepol vikacayr’ avédnoav 
&eipay | 7) TaxyvTate woddv.| cpivetas 8 adxa bia daipovas 
advopoav. 

“Through God is the might of men approved” Mr Myers. 
“ Becomes distinguished” Dr Fennell. “The trials of men’s 
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strength are held on account of the gods,” ie, “in honour of the 
gods” Metzger. “The might of men is discerned on account of 
daemons” Prof. Bury. “6a Saifovos Heyne, prob. Boeckh, 
recep. Hartung, male; nam et paraphr. dca rods Geovs epregie 
confirmat accusativum nec poeta cur ‘ propter deos’ quam ‘ per 
deum’ dicere maluerit obscurum” Schroeder,—who might have 
told us, since it is not obscure to him, what propter deos means, 

No idea is more important than this for Pindar, and I hope 
before long to give a full account of it, which is sadly wanted, 
especially for his sake and for Aeschylus’. But here I will 
only state its main features for immediate purposes. 

daiuov, the Apportioner, is a personification of the ofpa, 
or portion, which is assigned to every man at birth and 
corresponds precisely to the star assigned him by astrology. 
This ancient fatalistic notion coloured popular views for a long 
time, and to the last survived in phrases, evdaipor, caxodalyor, 
Bapudaipev: just as lucky star and ill-starred and disastrous 
have survived with us. But in literature it is characteristically 
Orphic and Pythagorean. A man’s daiwev attends him through 
the whole course of his life, and also after death: avros Exaoros 
eyes Tov daipova, quisque suos patimur Manes, as Virgil rather 
unintelligibly rendered it: he would better have said gentwm, 

In Pindar daiuwv yeveddvos (O, xiii. 105) is exactly a 
synonym of méTmos ouyyerns; a man’s own individual pojpa, 
genius: this is habitually his meaning in daiver and datporios. 
For example, 0. ix. 100 ro 5¢ dud xpatiotrov Grav modXol be 
Sidaxtais | avOpm@mrwv apetais Kdéos | Wpovoav apéoOar..... 
godiat pev | aimewai+ tovto dé mpoodépwyv deOrov, | dpOrov 
apvcat Oapoéwr, | TOvd’ avépa Satpovia yeydpev | evyerpa 
xré. Mr Myers renders this: “The natural is ever best: yet 
many men by learning of prowess essay to achieve fame , 
Skill of all kinds is hard to attain unto: but when thou bringest 
forth this prize, proclaim aloud with a good courage that by 
fate divine this man at least was born deft-handed.,..,.” This 
to an English reader would mean something quite different 
from what Pindar means. The sense is altogether lost through 
a fault which in many other places vitiates a translation of 
distinguished merit—failure to see from the position of them 


\yp 
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the emphatic words. Pindar’s meaning is: “In everything the 
natural is best; but there be many that essay to achieve fame 
by prowess learned. Skilled arts are steep to climb; but when 
you bring to him this prize, you may be bold to shout aloud 
that this man was by natal portion born deft-handed.” It is 
on daiuovia—which Prof. Gildersleeve in his paraphrase omits 
entirely—that the strongest stress of all is thrown; because 
this is the conclusion which has been carefully prepared before, 
gud is the meaning, by the gift of genius at birth, daiovia 
answering, in all its applications, to the pospsdi@ which comes 
at the same point in the corresponding line 26: e¢ avy tut 
otploi@m wadapa | éEaipetov Xapirwy véwouat xatrov* | xetvas 
yap @®nacay Ta TépTy* ayabol Sé cal codoi cata Saipor 
avdpes | éyévovto: “ By favour of the deity” Donaldson: ‘ ‘in 
divine measure’, the opposite to cat’ av@pwrov” Dr Fennell : 
“xat aigav” Prof. Gildersleeve. Mr Myers: “so be it that 
my hand is blessed at all in labouring in the choice garden of 
the Graces ; for they give all pleasant things to men. By fate 
divine men receive also valour and wisdom”: again failing to 
see that xara daiuova is the predicate, and so missing all the 
sense. porpidiio and xara daivova mean the same thing, and 
in these words lies the point: “if it be with any heaven- 
apportioned cunning that I tend the garden of the Graces: for 
they it is that bestow all pleasantness, and men are found with 
skill and worth according to their natal gift”. 

A man may do his best, and get the praise for doing it; 
but in any crisis what eventually determines the result for him 
is this same motos ouyyevns, the Saiuwv he was yoked with 
(@ cuvetiyn) from his birth: Nem. v. 38 évpOa.... cBéver 
yulov épitovte. Gaya wotmos Sé Kpives auyyeryns épyov 
mepi | javrwy (so punctuate) “where men do oftentumes con- 
tend :—but in all doings it is natal fortune that decides the 
issue”. Or, synonymously, daivwv «piver: Hom. H 291 payn- 
coped’, cis 6 Ke Saipov dupe Siaxpivy, Swn 8 Eréporci ye 
vicnv. Bacchyl. xvi. 45 mpocbe yeipdv Biav SeiEouev’ ta 
Y émidvta Sainwv xpwet. Eur. Phoen, 1664 éxpiv’ 0 daipwv 
(with 1655 ovxoiy éwxe tH TUYN Tov Saipova'). Explicitly 

1 A curious expression, based, I suppose, upon a misinterpretation of Hom. 
8 166 wdpos ro: daluora dwow, 
Journal of Philology. vow. xxx. W 
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in Dem. émiradpios (which, like that in the Menexenus, is 
couched in the conventional terms) 19 p. 1394: 7d péy yap 
kpateiv év trois Caow, ws av o Saiuav wapada, cpivetar 
& 8 eis rotl” Exacrov ee: tmapacyécbar (his duty) was o 
wéver év Taker TreTroincev. ib. 21 GddA phy irép dv 6 TavToV 
Kvpwos Saipav, ws nBovreT’, Evetmev TO TéXOS,...., 10. BL Hvi«’ 
ovv o daipwv GAAM Tapiorte?’ edidov,..... The issue is 
“decided according as the Sainwv has bestowed”. 

It should be clear by this time what must be the punctua- 
tion and the meaning of Jsth, v. 10:....%) tayuTare robe 
kpiverat 8 adxa dia Saipovas avdpay: “or in fleetness of 
foot :—but the night of men is decided according to their fates”, 
or stars, or natal gifts. 

But how can that meaning be conveyed by dca Saipovas ? 
It is impossible. Here also we must read cata dalpovas. 
When «ata in consequence of the preceding xa had been 
omitted, dua was inserted in its place. 6sa was the particle 
with which it was the regular habit of grammarians to explain 
accusatives apparently without construction. 


I will add a passage which I feel fairly certain is derived 
from ancient lyric; probably from Pindar: Plut. Mor. 586 A 
éméyva OTt.... yp@To TavT@ Saipove mpos tor Biov, et pu) 
KaKOS eyo Texunpacbat TO TWA Tov KUBEpynTHY. Evpetas yap 
atpatrol Biv, oXiyas 8 as Saipoves av@pwmous dyouct. 


Eustath. Vit. Pind. (Westermann Biog. p. 91) av 5% @vya- 


F r 5 2 . 2 A 
TEPOY MEMVIYTAL Kat eT lypaw ea TANGALOY EKELVO 


7 para IIpwropayn te cal Kijpntis Awyipwvor 
éxAavoav tivutai Ilivdapiou Ouyatpes, 

"Apyo@ev ros txovte Kopitove’ évdob. xpwaaod 
NeiWrav amo Eeivns a0poa trupKains. 

Boeckh wrote the dual, coyifovc’ évdo8c: but this leaves 
the verse as bad as before. The author of the epigram is a 
capable verse-writer, and we may safely restore to him the 
other dual, copifovrT’.... See Jebb Appendia on O. C. 1676. 
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THEBAID (Ath. 466 a) Frag, Epic. p. 11 Kinkel 


ainxva 5€ mato éotot weraphotépoioiy émapas 
apyahéas npatro (Gewv 6 ov Aavbav’ 'Epuovr), 

@s OU Ol TaTpwi évnéi <év> idoTHTL 

dSdcavto, augotépocr S del Toreuol Te wayar TE... 


daccawto Hermann, which the editors adopt. That might 
stand if we had ms yx»; but a> ov daacawTo is the statement - 
of a fact, ‘that they had not,’ We require ws od Sdcco.vTo 
‘that they should not’; Soph. O. 7. 1270 dpas ématow dpOpa 
T@V avTOD KUKAwY, ad’dav ToLadO’, ofovver’ ovK drroLvTd 
viv .... GX €év eKOT@ TO RoLTrOY ods ev OK Eder OWolal’, 
ods O éypntey od yvwootaro. 


ALEXANDER AETOLUS Ath. 699 c 


ws “Ayaboxdjjos Naotat ppéves Hacav eEw 
matpioos. apyaiwy iv 05 avip mpoyovwr, 
eldms €x veotntos del Eeivorow dpereiy 
Feivos' Miwvéppov 8 eis eros axpov iwy 
Tatoopavel civ Epwtt ToTny iaov. éypade § wvipp... 
For odv épwtt wotny icoy the conjectures are: Hermann 
avv épwte won iaov: Meineke (Analect. Alewand. p. 231) 
avy épwre TOOnp icov, or civ épw wroinu’ toov, or rou icos, 
or méQov jvecev or morov qvecev: Kaibel ody épm tpiSov 
qvucev. But ror7yv icov is too good not to be true: Hom. 
e 337 aldvin 8 cixvia worthy avediceto Niuyns. This was a 
passage which exercised the critics: some rightly interpreted 
moth flight, others form: Hesych. vrorjv: idéav. of b¢ rriow. 
There was a y. |. rrory', and some read vot in the nominative : 
Hesych. roty: mornvn, wrnvyn. It was just a word evidently 
for an Alexandrian to use; and it is used by Aratus 278 
evdso@vTt tot dpyiOe eorxws. 


1 An easy error, just like Bacch. 910 where the ms. reading is mpéreis 3¢ 
Kddmov @uyarépuw popdy pug for pop@yr. 
20—2 


308 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


But | think we certainly require a finite verb ; and there 
must therefore be a lacuna of two half-lines and the interme- 
diate pentameter ; 

mavopavel guy epwtt <..... 
aK ee > woTny loop" 
with another dative before 7orjv—possibly 'Avaxpetovte. 


SYNESIUS Atv 
Migne Patrolog. LXvI p. 1142, Reiske’s Dio Chrys. 1 p. 31. 


p. 52 od yap éotw % adnOeva wpaypa eéxKeipevoy ovdé 
caTaBeBdnuévoy ovdé Oripa Anwrov: “neque tale quidpiam, 
quod venationt parari possit”. Is it not? Then what is it to 
be captured by? Why seek it if it is not to be found? This 
was not the view of any Greek, or of Synesius, with whom 
elsewhere it is a virtue d:a wdons éAOeciv Bacavov petiovta Kai 
Onpwpevoy tHv adnBeav. No, the other epithets show that 
what he meant was ov« ev@jpatov, not to be caught easily, 
that is, in Greek phraseology, od @atépa Anmrév: a phrase 
used by Plato Sophist. 226 A qovxiXov eivas TovTo TO Onpiov, 
Kai, TO Neyouevov, ov Oatépa AnTT[é]ov, and by later writers, 
as Euseb. Praep. Ev, xiv. 7 ov pevtot add of taides hoptaxes 
joav, kal ov Oarépa AnTToi. In collecting my examples 
I find this very passage quoted (without name) by Suid. "Exxei- 
peOa:.... “ov yap éotw 7 adnOera mpayya exxetpevov ovde 
KkaTaBeBXnpevov olde Oatépa Anmz[Elov”. 


p. 60 add’ ey@ vouov ex pirocodias wapéEouar, Tv6a- 
yopas Mvncdpyov Laptos érrvyéypartat To vou@, boTis 6 
vomos ovK €a Tois BrBriow éereroteivy, aXNa BovdeTat péveww 
aUTa ET THY TPWTNS YElpos, OMS ToTe ExYE TUYNS 7H TEXYNS. 
Did anyone ever see anything less tolerable than this doris o 
vopos? There is not a parallel to be found, I will venture 
to say, in the whole of literary prose ; and Synesius who avows 
himself to be so sensitive to style (oUTws amaXov éxpmaryeiov 
Tov év NéFeot yapaxtnpwyv, p. 62 C) was hardly likely to use 
anything so inelegant. Perhaps then, someone may suggest, 
6 vomos 1s a gloss appended to explain that Go7Ts¢ refers to 
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vopm, not to Tv@ayopas, and to be ejected leaving dais ove 
ead. That will be half right; and we shall be wholly right if 
we read according to Greek usage TO vou ds ove éd. It 
was often possible, especially since punctuation was less certain 
in manuscripts than in our printed books, for the antecedent 
of a relative to be ambiguous: and in such a case éores 0 vomos 
was a regular formula with scholiasts—late scholiasts at any 
rate: e.g. Pind. Ol. x. (xi.) 29 ayova....Avos, Ov] 6vTiwa ayova. 
Pyth. ii, 15 Boeckh iSpw év dvtrw. rav ovdé Topdupiov Xabev 
Tap aicav ckepebitwrv] hytwa thv “Hovyiay (not b8pw) mapa 
to deov eFepeitwv.... ib. 25 Os evpevet vow] doTis o AmroAXwv. 
Pyth. ix. 6 trav] Hvtwa tiv Kupynvnv. Nem. vii. 106 65 é€érreure] 
daoTts 0 Swyevns. Lycophr. 169 év te] ovtwa tov AnidoBor. 
tb. 503 4 povn] ative povn tH Ai@pa: and most frequently in 
the elementary scholia to Euripides, e.g. Or. 25. 

p- 51 Read ei... pwevetre for vv. ll. wévorre and peévete as 
the following futures show. 

p. 57 ov yap <mpoo>eroteito coos civat Lwxpatns: Dion 
Chrys. 1. p. 284, 

p- 62 eyo 5é Gaya kai tpaywdiais éretrpaywdynca Kal 
KMOpmdlats eTiscTMRVAAOWAL TPOS TOV TovoY ExdaToV TOU Ypd- 
Yavros. He is speaking of his gift for catching various styles, 
and his musical comparisons from rods éEnuAnmevous Ta Ta 
to the end will make it plain that we should read rov révop, 
the ‘ pitch’ or ‘ tone’ of each. 


DION CHRYSOSTOM ed. von Arnim (Reiske’s pages). 


I. 220 (190 von A.) wpoeA Oa dé Kai mpoBas wavy yadeTas 
mpos Te ndov. “Mavult Anglus wpooBas, in quo ei Wolf, 
pro more suo, assentitur” Reiske, who rejects it. But the 
English critic was right, for mpo8as is merely tautology, 
whereas mpocBaivew and mpocavaBaivew mean to mount a 
steep place, breasting it, as they said mpds Td cio, TO dvavTes, 
To dpOiov, mpos aimos, Arras, Tpos KAiwaKa, KALLAKwWY TpoC- 
apBaces. Stephanus’ Thesaurus s. vv. rpocBaivw, rpooBacis 
gives plenty of examples, including zpooS8am in Soph. Phil. 
42, which has lately been defended rightly in this sense by 
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Prof. Beare. Commonly, of course, it is corrupted to po- 
Baivew, even in Moeris p. 63 "Avappeydc@a, ‘Artik@s- mpo- 
Baivew dvéprav (avéprew?) “EXAnvixds: where mpooBaiveuy 
was restored by Pierson, who quotes Eur. Cycl. 1103 ava 8 
er’ dyOov elus, xaimep wv tupdrds, &’ aditpiros Tijode 
mpocBaivev moot. Modern critics have not been familiar 
with this use, and on Aristophon Com. (Ath, 238b) dvaBivat 
TL Wpos KAtaKiov Karaveds Kock 11. 277 says “ mpos KAtjaxiov 
nemo adscendit”. What of Ar. Pax 69 érevra NerTa KA\UL- 
bdKia Tovovpevos TWpos TaUT avnppexat ay és Tov ovpavor ? 


1. 423 (182 von A.) xuxe@pevoe Sé Kai hepopevoe travtes 
év TaUT@ Kal Tepi Ta auTa oxedov ... . Kabamep, oipat, TA 
eumecovta eis tas divas elAovpmeva Kal wepioTpehopeva ... . 
Read dvpomevoe: he is borrowing Plato’s phrase in Gorg. 464 C 
pupovTas év TH av’T@ Kal Tepi Ta’Ta codiotal Kai pryropes. 
The rest of the phrasing is from Cratyl. 439 @omep els Twa 
dlvnV euTecorTes KUK@VTAL. 


11, 289 (120 A.) Homer's treatment of Antinous: dues de 
TovTOv Kai arolavovta éemoingey ovK eixh TANYEVTA GAXAA but 
TOU Aatmov, WoTrEp apénet TOV Tdydapov Oa THS yrorrns, 
Bente elas «fc eye pn obv dpiv eixi Soxet “Opnpos ortody 
pie This is natural and intelligible: “has represented him 
as struck not at random but through the gas (the offending 
member), just as Pandar through the tongue”. But the Mss 
and editions give us é2oincev ovx eixh mAnyervta Sia rob 
ANawpov, ovy drouv étuyxev, worep auéder Tov Llavdapov dua 
THS parrns. I have restored ada and removed the gloss: 
Hesych. etx: ws éruyer. 


II. 387 (188) a fable of Aesop; the hinds came to the Owl 
Kal €d€(TO THS MeV aTrO THY OlxodomnmaTe@Y OTS aTavictacba 
mpos dé ta dSevdpa Thy Karear, dowep Kal. alta, Kal TOUS Tov- 
Tov peTarnyvucbat KNOvas, ad wv Kal ade EoTLY EVonMOTEpoOD. 
Halm Fab. Aesop. 106 p. 53 and von Arnim adopt Reiske’s 
conjecture oxémns: Reiske would have this mean relinguere 
tegmen et tutelam quam ab aedibus captare solet. Now the 
swallow, which lives ouwpedios with men, might no doubt 
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be said to enjoy oxémny: Plutarch Mor. 727¥F contrasting 
the mwedapyos with it says, kaitoe o TWedapyos ote oKéemns 
METEY@V OUT adéas OUT adeias TLWdS OVTE BonOeias Tap’ Hwiv : 
but the owl, as we all know, sat upon the house-tops, and I 
do not see how that situation could be called a cxérn. And 
protection derived from would have been ths mapa tay oixo- 
Sounpatwr oxemns: whereas oxérn amo would be shelter from, 
against; oxérovow aro Tod yetwovos Plut. Mor. 981¥. What 
the owl was invited to abandon was tis aro Ttév oixodoun- 
pateov cxomAs: Diod. Sic. iil, 26 cxowas amo trav inendoTatev 
dévdpwv wowovpevor. 35 cxomevovow dro trav dévdperv. Lucian 
ii. 40 dard bévdpou bYrnAod Tovovpevos Thy aKoTHv. 1. 495 ri 
ovyl olxoSopotmev .... ws Exotmev ap inAoTEpov axpi- 
Beotépav tiv cxoryy; From a lofty tree he would not only 
have a wider range of vision, but the sound of his voice also 
(cal ddew) would carry further—The word sx@ vf indeed would 
appear originally to have meant the watcher, formed like cA@y 
and trapaSiwyr: see Athenacus 629 f. 


FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY ed. Kock 
J 

p. 9 Ecphantides 2: I think these are two fragments of 
iambic lines: Meyapixfs cwpmdias | ¥ — o —¥ and yoyuvounv 
To Spapa Meyapixoy trovetyv.—In Meyapixiis copwdias dopa 
dtetw the word dopa seems to me unsuitable. AICMA and 
AIEMAIL were perhaps different attempts at deciphering the 
same word,—conceivably detcav or devcadéa. 


p. 43 Cratinus 97 (Ath. 638 e) 
tis ap épwra p oldev, © Uvnovrie, éym TOA XOXM. 
olopar pndey otws pwpody elvar Kal Kevor. 
épavTa Dalec. elder, d Uvijcimme ; éyw ov. Todd oyoXn. 
Hermann. @ ['vyiourme mew ; rodd2) Xo). Dobree. “ Fortasse 
seribendum [vier B. éyo. <A. odds) yor). sed talem 
versum emendare nihil aliud est quam in tenebris micare” 
Kock. “ego non expedio” Kaibel. It is quite simple. odds) 
xoA7n would mean nothing here ; and 7roAA2 oxoAy would mean 
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‘there is plenty of leisure.’ Read the dative, tis ap épavta 
mw eldey, 0 Tvnourmé, rw; wordy oxyody: that is, roAXoD ye 
kal déw, “ No fear!” 

p. 147 Pherecrates 10 (Ath. 263b) adras Ede poyleiv 
émavr’ év 7H oixia: | elra mpds tovTovew trovv SpOpiae ra 
citia,| WoTe THY Kony Umnyev Opvyavoudayv Tas pvAas. 
I restored this in place of @vyyavovedy in Class. Rev. 1896 
p. 438, writing there @pvyavwadv. The word was formed on 
purpose to express that resonant grinding sound which will 
be remembered by any one who has ever heard even a coffee- 
mill im action, or the drubbing of knuckles on a door (Ar, cel. 
34). The root was rpv-, of which @pv- was a modification, 
and @Av- a further one; and many words from these roots 
described sounds of murmuring etc. such as were produced 
by the action of rptyo: tpite, tpuvyev (and rpuyvos ?), 
tpuritw, Opudritw, Opvrciv, Opiros, rovO(o)pufm (not TrovOpit@): 
this last a reduplicated form just like yoyypvfw from ypufa, 
and moupovvtm, which is from Av- or mXe-, drv- or Pre- (as 
Ape-opat, Ppoos), from which come dve-réy~dedos' and eu- 
gif. Then, from tpvy- or Opvy- or Oupy-, all these intensifying 
forms would be quite normal: @puydw, Opvyaiva, Opuyava, 
Gpuvyavaw, Gpvyovaw. The varieties we find in MSS, Tpuyavar, 
Tpuyovay, Opuvyavav, Opvyovav, @uvpyavay are all good in them- 
selves, and Pherecrates may have used any one of these, or 
@pvyavoveav. Here is the series: 


(arro-, ava- (ava- (ava- 
Bpvw, BrAva, Bugm  BAvorarw BAvebaive Sivoconka 
(ex- 
dria drifw  dAvrdave 
die ddvaralve 
rpve tpu¢@ Opvyavw Opvyavawa Opvyovdw 
AUC@ Avyyaive = Avyyavaopnar” 
(ey- (ava- 
kpifw Kpayyave kpeyyaive kpavyardopa 
kkaf@m KAayyave KAayyaire 


1 méuredos is a Wholly different word, Awyyarduevor: Miforra év Tro «halew 
and comes from mwer-, meaning we- Hesych, This last, the middle, I eor- 
wavrTds, Témy. rect to Avyyarweror, AS Kpavyarwevor 

* dvadifovea: Avyxalvovoa Suid, and Spvyardmevov. 
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p. 287 Eupolis 109: veaverxeverar: . . . . Evrrodus Adkiv. 


idims O€ Eoynuwatixey TO veavioxeverv ev Anpots* “..... avrn 
veavixouvTos éreOvunocé pov.’ So Photius; veavioxevovtos 
Suidas, veavixotvros would mean veavixod dévtos, “when I 
was of the character veavixos”: but it is pretty evident that 
the sense was veavioxov évtTos “when I was a young fellow”. 
The entry therefore should be ‘dims O€ éoynuwatixey TO vea- 
vioxeiy.... “aitn veavioxoivTos émeOvynoé pov”. That 
is as legitimate a form as veavirxevovtos, though vearioxeiv 
means rather ‘to be a young man’, veavyioxevew ‘to behave 
as one’. 


p. 624 Plato (Ath. 110d) «ar (A, «a@’ CE) dptovus jxe 
mprapevos | wi) Tav KaBaptdXr@v, ddAa peyadous KeArrxious. 
It is surprising that all the editors, including Kaibel, should 
have taken je to mean ‘he came.’ The p) shows that it is the 
imperative. Ellendt Lex. Soph. says that this imperative is 
rare etiam apud alios; it is rare, no doubt, in Tragedy, but it is 
common enough elsewhere. 


Il 


p. 51 Antiphanes 100. 2 (Stob. Flor. 59. 6); read 


Tov yap mreovTwy fH Tis; ENeiv oTadia Tov 
Exatov em’ ovdet KpeiTToY 7) TEedoaL TACOpor. 


p. 52 Antiphanes 105 (Ath. 300 c): read 
Kal cod y éera@vupos tis ev dryas Bporay 
@pyens xatapdwv <edia or wediov..... ToTe > 
STpupwv, peyiotas éyyédeus KEXTNMEVOS. 
Cf. Aesch. Persae 490 Srrepyews apdet mediov evmevel trore, 
807 év0a wediov ‘Acwros poais apd, and Sositheus (Nauck 
822) Aja... . adpdevta Sayre? tore (write wore). Timocles 
15, 5 (p. 458) of Hypereides puoPmtos apder media tod dedw- 
cotos.—lIn place of what I have supplied the MS. gives 
ToTaLoS wvomacmevos, interpolated glosses. : 





—— 
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p. 93 Antiphanes 194. 15 (Ath. 450 c): m answer to a 
wordy and unintelligible riddle the second speaker retorts 


mivyn Kai TpiyAn pwvas ixGd bv’ eyovcar 

mTOAN éAddovp, Tept dv 5é mpos bv T MovTo AEyeLY TL 
ok €Xddour, ovdev yap euavOavey Mote pds bv pev 
nv avtais o dOyxos, ™pos 8 avtas woAAa NaXovcas 
avtas audotépas 7 Anunrnp émerpivver (or écrpinrac). 


Read ovdev yap éudvOave, Adore, pds bv ev Hv avrais o 
Novos, ‘nam is quidem quem adloquebantur nihil intellegebat’ : 
‘because, my good sir, the person they were talking to under- 
stood nothing’. The construction is like Theodectes 10. 5 
(Nauck p. 805) érrov Katnyopei wev év Roryorci pov yuvn, mpos 
év 5 elpnxe, Tuyxaver moots, Socrates Rhodius in Ath. 148a 
Tov 8 ayenovwy ed % Exactos KaTéxerto KAiYn.... ExaoTw 
hépew érétpewe. Lucian iii. 230 éf’ Hs 6’ Exactos avray 
eyeveTo, TpoTiia TOV akN@V aTagav Tode@v. Orest. 1663 ed’ 
ys 8 éyews, ‘Opera, ghacyavoy sépy, yhwat wéwpwTai o 
‘Epusovnv’ Os 8 oleras NeomwroXeuos yapety viv, ov yyamet tore. 
Rhes. 631 bv b€ ypy mabeiv, ove oldev odd’ teovcev éeyyds av 
xaxovd. Iph. Tawr. 1410, Jon 660. Synes. Epist. 68 & béd3wna 
THY emioToAnY, oTéEANETAL ev eri TpaEw.... 

I think it probable that this construction lies obscured in 
the corrupt: epode, Aesch, P. V, 931 éuoi & Gre ev opados o 
ydpmos aboBos ov déb1a+ nde Kpecoodvey Gedy Epws advKToY 
Gupa mpocdpako. we: “for me, marriage, when equal, has no 
terrors; but may no eye of love be cast upon me by superior 
Powers!” The strongest objection I feel here is ymde or px de 
being opposed to ev, in the sense ‘but not’. Homer indeed 
uses ov 6€ in that way, but it is open to grave doubt in 
Aeschylus. xpesooovey d€ wn would be the natural way for 
Aeschylus to write, or wa Te Kpetooover 8 épws ete. Now 
Sé5va should be genuine, because it has the short final yowel 
which the metre needs: and the following would be free from 
metrical or structural objection : 

éuolt & Srrov (or bray or drréte) pev opados 6 ydpos 
dioBos, ovde débia* pon TL Kperoocovarv O 
gpws dpuxtov dupa tpoddpadxor pe. 
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But the ovde dédca is at least superfluous ; whereas there would 
be no superfluity in this : 

éwol § G7rov perv omados Oo ydmos 

apoBos: dv dé Sédta, wn Te Kpeeroovev 

épws aduxrov dupa mpocdpdxor pe. 
Let this be corrupted to ovdé Séd5va, and the text-maker would 
naturally write wz dé for the sake of the antithesis. I find 
that cod. Ven. 2 has dpoBos- ovd€é Te Ssaxperooorwyr and in the 
margin pydére: it is possible that this may be a relic of the 
py te I suggest. 


p- 120 Antiphanes 256 (Stob. Flor. 116. 16) @ yipas, ws 
amact Tois Entovai ce | Wéyew abopyas wapabibws Tov mpay- 
patos. This isa rare phrase ; the usual word with AaSnv and 
abopuny is évdidws, as in Eur. Hec. 1217, or wapéyess: but 
Plutarch has AaPSiv wapadodva: in Mor. 51 ¥, Cic. 20. In 
Plat. Legg. 682 E a special propriety may be found for o Aoyos 
nuiv olov AaBnv arodiéwor: “nam o Adyos, quum antea ab 
instituta via deflexisset, nunc ansam dicitur reddere tanquam 
debitam ” Stallbaum.——arodoiva: is reddo, and so cannot be 
right in Menander 356 (Stob. Flor. 107. 7) @s aéduxov brav 7 
pev vais | avod@ Te cgevov, TodTo 8 1% TUyn KaKol. Kock 
suggests mapad@, and it might be either éwvd@ or mpooda, both 
of which mean to bestow as bounty.—In Plut, Publicola 16 
d1a oLypoTyta Thy piwos éevdeduxvias may look right, but is not: 
read évéedmxvias, and again in Arat. 22 tov tpi8ouv jwavtaTacw 
evoedwxKoTos for évdeduKoTos. 


p. 177 Eubul. 37 (Ath. 300c).... ai re Acuvor@paror | 
Botwrias wapiocayv éyyérers Oeai, | teitN’ ayrreyopevar. Eels 
could not of course be called lake-bodied : and the conjectures 
have been Aetocwparo. Valckenaer, Avyvor@pator (with what 
meaning?) Meineke, Avrapocwparo: Hirschig, yrovorwparor 
Kock, ai rt éytdvocmuaro. Kaibel. The last is unsuitable, 
because it is not complimentary: we want an epithet in a 
fanciful style of loving admiration. Im another passage like 
this (fr. 35) the epithet of praise is whete-fleshed: vipda 
ametporyamos, TevTA@ Tepl T@ua KaduTTTa, | NevKOYpws Trapeo- 


tat | éyyedus. And so it is in Matro’s Epic parody (Ath, 135 c) 
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To de per iyvia Baive Jed Neuxeddevos lyOus, eyyervs. Kock’s 
yLovorwpnarot would therefore be appropriate; but it is not, I 
think, the true word. Let me ask attention to the variations 
which the burlesque manner plays upon the epithet white: 

White bread: Philoxenus (Ath. 147 a) patas ytovoxpoas. 
Philylhus (Ath. 110 f) wupa@v éxyovous, yahaxtoypa@tas Ko- 
AUBous. 

White cheese: this is the proverbial quality of goat’s-milk 
cheese: of Galatea (Milk-white), Theocr. xi. 20 XAeveotépa 
maxras eodeiv, Lucian i. 289 Ti a\Xo Ev cot eTrawwerat Eyer 7) 
TO NeUKOY povov ; Kai TovTO olwat Ott EvynOyns eoTi TUP@ Kab 
yaxaxrt. Descriptions of it are Nausicrates 0. 295 K. (Ath. 
296 a) yaAaxtoyp@Ta, Tuxedos Ov THyvuc’ Goydos, FpopBov'. 
Antiphanes 11. 30 K. (Ath. 455 f) trpogadidas te AtvordpKous: 
pavOdvers ; TUpOY NEYO. 

This Awoodapxovs Eustathius 1339. 18 interprets Aemras 
Kat amaXas, but it must mean also fine and white like linen: 
and with the same meaning we should read Atvot@paror in 
Eubulus, 

The quantity of the + in Acvoodpxovs has caused critics 
generally to regard it as corrupt; but these two passages 
support each other. Sophocles fr. 41 marjp 6€ ypuadds 
apditiva xpovtada is probably another case, and Ar. Pag 
1178 éey@ 3 éatnKa AivoTTTwpevos, although the long + seems 
‘incredible’ to Meineke and Blaydes, remains defying any sort 
of alteration. In Latin the normal quantity was linum, 
liniger; and here are four passages in Greek which show the 
same. Eustathius 1067. 54 thinks it worth while to say 
Aivov  Oputa KaTa gvaTOANY THS apyovons. Antiphanes and 
Eubulus are probably borrowing their epithets allusively from 
lyric poetry ; who knows in what dialect it may have been ? 

p. 203 Eubul. 108 (Ath. 553 a). 

ev OJadXdpo padaxds KaTaxeipevoy: ev de KUKA@ VED 
Tmaplevixal tpudepal yraviow padraxais xaTabputrrot 
TOY TOO apapaxivotot ppows Tpixrovat Tov enor. 


1 This last word I restored, Class. Rev. 1899 p. 6: pdufos, the turbot, 
followed after. 
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“Tov moda pipos TpiSev nemo unquam dixit, poeta scripsit 
T® TOS —pUpos ypicovar tupavyw~” Kock. Kaibel, since the 
title of the play is Xq@uyyoxapiwr, takes the lines to be a riddle, 
and says “roy ¢uov quid fuerit sciemus si griphum ipsum 
solvere contigerit”. Meantime I will suggest that this is the 
solution of the text: 


TOV 10d apapakivoot pipois << . ewig 
> tpixvovet Tov w@mov. 


p. 253 Ephippus 5.18. Ath. 347b 

TepiaryyedAew T “ovyY UTroKaies, 

Auxiwv mpttavi; Wuypor touTi- 

mavov duvcav, Maxedwy apywr- 

aBevvy Kerrtous pa) rpocKxavans ”. 
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff has well restored the vocative, sBévvu, 
KéX@’, os pw) rpocKavens (KéXTewor): and we may perfect this, 
I think, by reading oBévvv, KéAr’, ov py rpocKxadtcers; 
“don’t scorch!” —That is simply the negative of od mpookaicets ; 
which is the peremptory form of imperative in Greek. This 
future with ov yu) is usually corrupted by the scribes to the 
aorist subjunctive. 


266 Karu, Kipen: cf. pvAdos (Pig) in Plut. Mor, 985. 
277 Aristophon 4. 5 (Ath. 238 b), 


mpoaBareiv mpos oixiay Sei, Kpios' avaBivai Te mpos 

KAypaxiov Karravevs: brromévew tnyds, Axpov. 
krAtpaxidsov eis Kazraveds Meineke: but there ought to be no 
ejut: compare Antiphanes 195 p. 94. This however would 
do admirably: dvaBivai re mpos | cAtpaxidiov, abroxaTavevs 
“a very Capaneus”, Alciphron iii. 70 has avtocxaraveds 
éSéxour “a very digger”.—For the construction mpds «u- 
paxidioy see above on Dion Chrys, I. 220. 


p. 322 Alexis 78 (Ath. 227 d) there is a lacuna: 
jatis ayopates wrwyXds wy dyrov Tov, 
amopoupmevos Te TaANA pos TOUT evTropel, 
THS vUKTOS OUTOS TODS aTravTa@VYTas ToLEt 
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yupuvovs dravtas: < te. Nwmodutet. There 
ought to be a law, seibilinianiee> = 
someone ought to. 
; > er ere tls éxdu0A, 
sl EwSev «00s ev Tols ixGbow, 

8s dv & ién mpa@rov mévnta Kai véov 

mapa Mixiwvos éyxéders @vovpevov 

amayey AaBopevov eis TO Seapmrrpiov. 
Compare the passage of Diphilus (11. 549 K.) which Athenaeus 
quotes next after this, and Alexis 125 (Ath. 226 a), 


p. 362 Alexis 174, 11 (Ath. 386 a) a loquacious cook is cut 
short by his employer saying 
av mpos Geay éPvaas Tov Epipov 
py) KoTT Eu’, ANG TA Kpéa. 
“Tn heaven's name, now that you have killed the kid for 
slaughter, don’t chop me up (i.e. bore me), but the meat.” 
Kock has tried to get this sense by means of od mpos Gedy 3’, 
éret y €Ovcas tov épihov: but we do not want ye, and with 
émet we should have had ré@uxas. Read cympocdewnanedycac 
i.e. ov Tpos Oeav, dvOpwire, Qucas Tov Epihov, wy KOTT Ep, 
ad\rxa ta xpéa. So in Sosipater (u. 316, Ath. 377f), the 
impatient listener at last exclaims tioédynre (meicOnre- 2) 
mapadetEas éuol ta S€ov7’, ateXOwv avros novyiav Eye. See 
Cobet IV. L. 35, who however, in attempting this, forgot the 
meaning of mapos Gedy. 
p. 394 Alexis 266, 1 (Ath. 55 c) 

#1) @parot peta Tov Kaxadv ixol o tors Oéppovs payev. 
Since in Lysist. 391 we find 6 p) @pact pwéev Anpootparos, 
Hermann was able to restore the first verse by reading jz») 
@pact pev Ta TOV Kaxav ixol oO xré: but peta TOY KaK@y is 
right, and means ‘with all his mischief’: Liban. Iv. 616 ara 
KaKos Kaxa@s amrod[A]oo peta Tév Karov SioacKdhov. 

p. 442 Mnesimachus 9 (Ath. 387 a) 
cal, TO Neyomevor, 
oTaviwrepov wapeotev opvidwy yaha 
Kat haciavos aToTteTiApmevos KaNOS. 
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This would be sense if oaviwTepovy meant ‘commoner’; but as 
it is, we must read cov, “pigeon’s milk is not to be found more 
rarely’. But how then can «ai follow? It must be (as very often) 
a mistake for }: “and pigeon’s milk, as the saying is, is not to be 
found more rarely than a pheasant properly plucked”: that is, a 
pheasant properly plucked is as rare a thing as the proverbial 
pigeon’s milk.—Stob. Flor. xii. 3 (Soph. fr. 76) gives xaxoy ro 
xevOew Kai mpds avdpos evyevods.—This seems better than 
merely to read omaviwrarop, 


Ii 
138 Menand. 481. 13 (Stob. Flor. 121. 7). 


6 mpocdiiatpiBwv 8 éxotias < 
>as atwecer. 


172 Menand. 563. 3 (Plut. Mor. 547 c) punctuate : 


errs yivou’ evwyoupevos* 
Ta oxwoppal ola, Ta copa cal otparnyind ! 
oios 8 aXNal@y éeotiv adeTrpLos ! 


copa witty, ironically, just as in Theocr, xiv. 22 “ov POeyéH ; 
Aveov eldes;” émraké tus. “ws codes!” etre “Oh how 
clever!” 

Menander monost. 613 (Iv. p. 357 M.) py povor érictac’ 
adda cal Sodva: piros. Read érixtaa@’. Eusebius in Stob. 
Flor. 16. 24 avépa ypnuata peyaha exovta atroteOncavpic péva 
Kal avTod TovTov eivexa émixT@pmevoy.... pyre bé eis éwuTdov 
pte eis GAO TL TOY YpHCipov avadiocxovtTa, wHKOTe TOUT éEwW 
amrogyvee (atropyvecas B. man. sec.), dvAawa Se nal mopiorny 
elvat adXoTpiwy YpnuadTwv Kai Trovevs éyew aipéerOar TOAAGKLS 
Kai TOlS EWUT@ pendey TpognKovoty emixT@pmevov: which is a 


reminiscence of Kur. fr. 198 and probably of Philemon 99. 


W. G. HEADLAM. 
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